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PREFACE BY THE EDITOR.

- In the Author’s Introduction to the Exploratio Phi-
losophica, the present treatise is alluded to in words
to which I have a.lrea,dy called attention in my Pre-
face to his Examination of the Utilitarian Plnlosopky
After mentioning that he had contemplated publish-
" ing an answer to Mr J. 8. Mill's Utilitarianism in
the year 1863, he continues, ‘I altered my mind as
to this, and determined rather to put together in an
_uncontroversial form what seemed to me the trith,
in opposition to what I thought error. This, if it
please God, is in the way of being accomplished, sub-
ject to all the delays which interest in other employ-
ments, uncertain health, and some not, I think,
uncalled for scrupulousness and anxiety as to what
one writes on a subject so 1mportant may throw n
“the way of it.!
The Exploratio itself was published in 1865, and
- the Author died in the summer of the following year.
On examining his MSS., I found, amongst the latest

written, a series of .chapters, each with its own head-
¢ - ' : b



vi

PREFACE BY THE EDITOR.

ing, but not a.rraﬁged in order, and often incomplete,
which appeared to answer-to the description given

. above.

I subjoin the headings in the order in wlnch

the chapters were apparently written.

L
2.

‘20 NS ;o e

10.

Aretaics and Eudaamomcs, 17 pp. .

Moral plnlosophy as an art refernng to an ideal,
21 pp.

Moral phllosophy not mere imaginatien, 21 pp.
Consistency of moral ideals, 28. pp. .
Moral ideals, their relation to positive science, 12 pp.
On moral ‘'value, 22 pp. :

" Duty, 35 pp.
. On moral Judgments and sentlments 69 pp.

Distribution of action, law, justice, &c., 57 pp
Relation of moral ideals to fact and magmatlon,

. B7 pp.

11.
12.

13.-

14

15.

16.!
17.
18.

Anatomy of wrong-domg, 40 pp.
Pleasure, pain and happiness, 84 pp.
Moral elevation, 33 pp.

Application of moral philosophy, 50 pp.
Charactergwill and education, 43 pp.
(Diversity of ethical systems), 20 pp.
Discussion, controversy, war, 35 pp.'

(Importance of right belief), 18 pp.

- Along with these chapters I'found three Appen-
dices, one of nearly a hundred pages entitled Jdeal--
1sm and Positivism, the others much shorter, without
any.: title. There can be little doubt that it is to_

1 The 16th and lsth chapters are without a heading in the MS. The
former I have not printed, as it is mamly a repetition of what had been

said elsewhere.
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~ them the Author alludes in the Introduction to the
' Ezploratio, where he says that, in connexion with
his intended answer to Mr Mill, he ‘was led to put
together the intellectual views on which the moral
view rested, and had meant, if they should come
within reasonable limits, to publish them in an Ap-
pendix.’ Instead of doing this he finally resolved
to bring out the Exploratio as a sort of general Pro-
legomena to his ethical writings. My first intention,
. as may be seen from the. references in pp. 13, 60
and 380, was to have printed a portion at least of
the Appendices at the end of this volume with the
‘new title Relativism and Regulativism, but for various.
reasons I have now thought it better to reserve it
for the second part of the Exploratio, which I hope
shortly to prepare for the press. -
- It will be seen, from a comparison of the printed
chapters-with the headings of the MS. chapters, that -
I have used the same ‘liberty in. breaking up, re-
arranging, and omitting in this volume as in the one
previously edited by me. I have also made large
additions from other MSS. wherever the Anthor's
_views seemed to be imperfectly stated in’ the treatise
itself,. Such -additions, where they do not extend.
beyond a few lines, are silently inserted in the text: -
otherwise they appear as Appendices following the
. chapter to which they refer. I am further responsi-
ble for the Table of Contents, Marginal Summanes,
and all Notes signed Eb. :
To prevent mistakes it may be well to mention
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here that a change has been made in the general
title of the volume. - As originally advertised it bore
the name Aretaics and Eudemenics, the Author’s
heading for the first chapter, accompanied by the
editorial interpretation, 4 treatise on the Moral
Ideals. In deference to the opinion of friends this .
addltlon as less starthng and more easily understood '
is now left to stand by itself in-place of the ongmal
title. The form aretaic from dperj, analogous to
spondaic, mosaic, prosaic, algebraic, &c., is only one
" out of many instances to be found in this volume,
of Prof Grote’s fearlessness in-the use of neologisms.

Such are egence, hedonometry, equalztmwnwm, Jeli-
cificable and felicificativeness, bewilbed and unbe-
willed, outgoingness, acturience, and even the Greek
vovmpaxrijs. For an account of this and qther pecu-:
liarities of his style the reader is referred to my-
preface to the. former volume.

This may be a fitting place to say a few words
on Prof. Grote's dislike to a systematic treatment of
ethical questions, which- was, I’ ‘vénture to think, a
little exaggerated in some of- the reviews of his Ea-
_ amination qf the Utilitarian Philosophy. It is notin .
'8 controversial work that we expect to find a full
statement of a writer’s views in their natural arrange-
ment and with a due subordination of parts: those

- who will take the trouble t5 read carefully the -

chapters on Duty and Virtue in the present volume,
and to notice the criticisms passed upon Bp Butler
for failing to make his system hang together (see pp. -




PREFACE BY THE EDITOR. ix

118, 141, 163, 181, 284, 344, 443), will at any rate
not charge the Author with being-indifferent to ex-
‘actness and coherence of thought. No. doubt his
mode of exposition is generally unsystematic. Writ-
‘ing, as" he did, without any view of immediate
 publication, he thought more of putting his matter
into  the form which was most natural and expres-
sive to himself than.of, putting it into the form
which was most intelligible to his readers. Thus he
suddenly diverges in the midst-of an argument, re-
turns again, repeats what has been said before, and 4
not unfrequently passes over some point "which had
been previously left for further consideration: Again,
in his fear lest the scaffolding and machineryshould
be mistaken for the actual building, lest phrases and
. formulas and logical divisions should be mistaken
" for the truth itself, he is perhaps too ready to change
his form of expresston, or at any rate to represent it - ‘
as a matter of indifference whether one form or one .
analysis is preferred to another. Besides these
peculiarities in his ‘mode of exposition, there is a
peculiarity in his-general view of ethics which may
‘tend to make it appear both complicated and dis-
connected as compared with other systems: While
some philosophers start from a single principle, such
‘as man’s natural love of pleasure, and profess ta de-
duée a whole systém of morality by rigid inference
from this, he tells us on the contrary that we cannot
" have a single science of ethics, but that we may have
what he loosely expresses as ‘4 manner of thinking
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(not even a phllosopby) attended by several SllbOl‘d.l-
~ nate sciences or philosophies.” What he means by
this is, that there are several starting points for de-
termining the rule of Lhuman action, each of which,
if followed out, will lead to interesting and valuable
results; that for a perfect rule of action we cannot
afford to disregard any, but that these results, a8
far as we are able to trace them, are not always con-
sistent ; that this apparent inconsistency would lead
to a stultification of human action if it were not for
an underlying faith i in the moral order of the uni-
verse, which faith or ‘manner of thinking’ he holds
to be the essential part or foundation of ethics. As he
says inan unpublished essay on the relation between
.ethics and religion, ‘the one fountain-head of both,
the primary principle 6f man and his actions as they
should be, is the idea, or proposition, God is good.’
To lllustrate the manner in- which Prof. Grote
N harmomzed opposing views on this principle, I will
- here quote from a MS. marked V which may be con-
sidered in some respects a rough draught of the
present treatise. A comparison of the quotation
with the first three chapters as well as with the 12th
.(on Pieasure) will also throw light upon a point
which is not quite cleared up here, the relation be-
tween Activity and Sentience on the one hand, and
Want on the. other. ] ' .
The object of Ethics, as a practical science, being to
determine future action, what it looks to in-the first instance
is not what s, but what {s needed, ‘what it is right. or
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"desirable should be. And for a creature such as man,
there' is, we m}a.y say, a double need; need of -satisfaction
for his desires, and need of direction for his action.

It is not always sufficiently remembered that man is as
essentially an active being as a being capable of happiness.
Of course, the term happiness, or the supreme good, may be
taken in a i)erfectly, wide sense, and consciously well directed
action’ may be taken as a part of it as well as enjoyment or .-

_ gratification. But so far as this is so, we must mean by
happiness sometbing too general for us to be able to speak
of the attainment of it, or even for us to speak of it as an
end to be striven after. The will craving action, the counter-
part in the moral being to that spring of irritability and
‘uneasiness in the physical being, which is the source of all
physical movement, demands to be considered, and calls for
its happiness, as much as the capacities for enjoyment, and
the desires corresponding to them, call for theirs. Supposing
our impulse to action to continue, we should be more un-
happy beings without wants to satisfy, or purposes to gain,”

‘than we can be with them. We may imagine a state of

simply quiescent enjoyment, but it would not at all cor-
respond to man’s moral being as we have experience of it. . -
. Theories formed with reference to a supposed supreme good
_ or end of human aetion, all rest upon the unconscious axiom
that the entire object of life is to gain or attain something,
This axiom supposes the one great fact of life to be, ungra-
tified desire, unsatisfied need. This is plainly an insufficient
account of life. By the side of this fact there is another
as great;, namely, the fact of power. And as the former fact
_suggests to us, as the great aim of philosophic research,
the supreme good to be gained, so the latter fact suggests to
us as something of equal importance, the knowledge of
the right or best thing to be done. If by want we under-
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stand that which conditions and circumstances call for,
(what the Latins expressed by the term egeo), the want of
direction for action is as primary and native a want of the
human being as the want of satisfaction to desire: in other
. words, the right, or good in action, is as intimate a need of
"our nature as the desirable, or good in enjoyment. The
former indeed is not necessarily wanted, in-the sense of
"“wished for,’ as the latter most commonly i More properly,
perhaps, the want in this view is confused and half-uncon-
scious. In accordance with the feeling or principle before
spoken of, which I have called a kind of faith, and which we
must, it seems to me, take with us in all our thoughts en
these subjects, we have reason to expect that these different
lines of thought will not lead us to contradlctory conclu-
sions.

On the whole, if we knew the supreme good, we mlo'ht
be sure that the right action would be that which would
lead us to it : not more, however, than converéely, if we knew
the right action, we might be confident that what it led us
towards would -be our supreme good. As we cannot hope to
know either of the two things more than rimre, most vaguely

..and generally, it is a question whether ethical science is not
properly to be: pursued along both roads. Have we any
reason to assume, that the end to which our action is
direétéd, or which it subserves, is the only quartér towards
which e are to look for guidance? Shall we not know our
proper- action in proportion as we become acquainted with
our nature and with the moral circumstarces in which man
is placed, one part of this knowledge being the knowledge of
what makes our -happiness, but one part only ?

The view which I have been taking depends upon the
supposition, that constituted as we are, action is with us a
necessity in the same sense, and to the same degree, in which.
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satisfaction of desire is. This is a supposition of a fized
" order of things of which we with our definite constitution
form a portion, a supposition therefore to a certain extent of '
an absence of freedom on our part implied in the want
of direction of our action, it the same manner as in the
want of satisfaction is implied a degree ‘of imperfection.
Possibly, if we could place ourselves in imagination before
the constitution of anything, when there existed nothipg but
- the Creator with His- knowledge, and with those moral
attributes which must- have been the incitements in Him
" to give to things their being, we might be right in assum-
"ing the prime mover of all to be the anticipated enjoyment
of future sentlent beings, animating and setting in action the -
primseval love. But with constitution of anything, begins a
more complicated consideration of direction of action than
that of its being simply to produce happiness. With consti-
tution _of anything, begins rightness or duty; that is, the
notion, not only of what may be done with resulting increase
of happiness to-some one, but what should be done by the
agent ‘under such and such circumstances. Even the Creator
must be.considered to have brought Himself into a position
of self-imposed and self-maintained duty towards that part
of what He had made, to which good and happiness are .
possible. Pure beneficence we may imagine as the beginning
of all things, but it must soon have generated much be-
sides.

It will be seen that the earlier view given in this
quotation is not in all respects the same as' the later
and more developed view which we find in the pre~
sent treatise. In the former a foundation for ethics
is sought in the double want of huma.n nature, the
want of sa.tlsfa.ctlon for desire, of direction for action :

G. - c
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in the latter the analysis is carried. further back ; the
primary axiom of eudeemonics is declared to be the,
existence of pain as a thmg undesirable to suffer,
suggesting the ideal ‘ happiness;’ the primary axiom
of aretaics is the existence of pain as a thing un-
“desirable ‘to inflict, suggesting the ideal ‘right’
(p- 8); and it is not till the end of the 2nd chapter
(p. 22) that we are introduced to want as a fact of
man’s sentient, not his a,ctlve, nature. The" differ-
ence is partly explained if we remember the dis- .
tinction, already marked in. the quoﬁatlon, between
" the felt want of satisfaction and the confused and
half-unconscious want of direction, and on the other
hand by the subordination, in' the present treatise,
of the ideal ‘happiness’ to the ideal ‘good’ sug-
gested by the fact of want. In p. 145 the relation
between the two former ideals receives yet a further
explanation : ‘Our active nature,it is said, “adds -
this to our.simply sentient nature, that pain is
instinctively felt by us, not only as unpleasant, but
" as to be avoided: our social nature superadded
widens this into the more general feeling that pain
is to be prevented, @ fortiort not to be inflicted. We
fiid thus, from the very first, a determingnt of our
action beyond ourselves, a restraint, as it were, laid
upon it.” Again, in the twelfth chapter wé have a ..
‘broad distinction between the two kinds of pleasure,
‘the pleasure of enjoyment which is a passive affection
of the sentient nature, and the pleasure of gratifi-
cation which is preceded by a sense of want, and
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"accompanied by the exercise of the active powers.
The distinction here laid down Jbetween the facts
" suggestive of the ideals of good and happiness is
extended to the ideals themselves in the present
treatise, while in. the earlier summary the less im-
portant ideal is merged in the more important.

As the Author thus recognizes the' principles
assumed by Epicurean and Utilitarian moralists as
being equally valid with those of their antagonists,
_ 80 is it with other principles which have been turned
into party watch-words by one-sided thinkers. Rea-
son. and sentiment, honour and conscience, fact and
ideal, all find their place within the limits of moral
philosophy as he viewed it : each serves as a corner- -
stone to build up the practical science of which
the ‘object is to determine how man should live.
What appears to be breadth of view is sometimes
nothing more than hastiness and looseness of thought, = .
which brings together a number of opposing prin-
- ciples, and adopts the language now of one, now of
" another, without being conscious of any inconsistency.
From this, which I should almost venture to ‘call”
the besetting sin of modern writers; Prof. Grote was
remarkably free. Consistency was no less conspicu-

ous a feature in his mental character than hreadth of
' view. If heis tracing out some special line of thought,
he never allows it to blind him to the fact that there
are other lines of thought which may be equally impor-
tant fof the attainment of the truth; and he is careful
* to warn us beforehand that he is about to make what
: c2
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he calls an abstractmn taking for a while a partlal'
and hmlted view.. It was impossible for him with
his - fa.r-ra.ngmg vision to uphold in one department
the contradictory of a proposition which he asserted
in another, to maintain for instance that what was
false in philosophy might be true in theology. For
the same reason he was disposed to be impatient
of the splitting up of philosophy into parts, con-
sidering that confusion lurked in the séparation of
‘logic and ethics from psychology, and in the con- .
sequent duplication of names for the same thing.
Three other characteristics I will mention which
seem to me to give a special value to all that Prof.
Grote has written. He'had,in the first place,a singular -
eb¢via, a moral sensitiveness.quick and delicate to a
most unusual degree. Few could be even slightly.
acquainted with him without being struck with this
. nobility of nature: ¢ 8¢ rowiros, as Aristotle says,
7 éxet 1) MdBou dv dpyds padiws. It was the union of
this fine sense of rectitude with sobriety of judgment
"and large-mindedness, a union rare in itself and sti]l
more rarely found in conjunction with speculative
and analytical capacity, which led to his being much
consulted in cases where it was difficult to discern
~ the right line of conduct. The second character-
istic which I will notice is one which is closely con-
nected with the first, I mean his freshness of view :
olros pév mavdpurros, s Aristotle goes on, 8s avros
mdvra vojoe.. While most of us in the colirse of
yearé get embedded in an accumulation of other °
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. people’s ideas and vainly strive to pénetraté to the, -

native sentiment beneath, his mind remained. = clear
mirror reflecting back the forms of nature in their
- original purity. Whatever he says has at least the
merit of being genuine thought at first hand, not a-
mere repetition of what others have said or the
imagination of what might be the right thing to say.
This again is a part of his simplicity of nature, the
naturalness which endeared -him so much to friends,
‘and which shines through all his writings. There is
much in the ¢hapter on Happiness, especially where
it'speaks of the enjoyment of simple pleasures, which
will recall -him to the memory of those who knew
* him, The homely scenery of Cambridge and Ely,
- the sight of the common wayside flowers, were to
him the sources of s keen delight as Italy or the 4
Alps are to others. His pocket-books contain a
curious medley of philosophical jottings mixed up
* with notes on the songs and habits of birds and
memoranda as 4o the wild plants seen in his walks.
“The third characteristic I have to mention is al-
most ‘imphed in what has béen said already as to his
large-mindedness: I refer to the fairness and freedom .
from ‘prejudice which have been generally recognized
by the reviewers of his former treatises. Like his
brother, the historian, he had an almost fanatical love
of freedom of thought, even when it took a form
with which he ¢ould not himself sympathize. His
bias, if he had one, was always ‘in favour of the
unpopular side, 7. . of the side, whichever it might be,
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which seemed to be in danger of being unfairly -
- treated. . .

These then are the merits I.should especi-
ally claim for the Authar whose speculations' it is
"not less my privilege than my duty to.bring before
the public; fairness, freshness of thought, moral
-sensitiveness, consistency and yet breadth of view :
and these I think must make his writings of import-
ance even to those who may be most inclined to
dissent from the conclusions at which he arrives.

* It only remains for me to return my thanks to
the Syndics of the Cambridge University Press for
the liberal grant which they have made towards de- )
fraying the &xpenses of the present volume.
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CHAPTER L
TWO SCIENCES INCLUDED IN MORAL PHILOSOPHY.

THE followmg treatise is constructed upon this prm- Eudemo-
ciple: that in what is commonly known by the name pot sover
of Moral Philosophy, there are two sciences; one e Thoe
the science of virtue, Aretaics ; the other the science fmm}l;hl
of happiness, Eudseemonics. The two sciences need
each other, and affect each other; but they start
from different points. That of these two sciences
the latter exists, cannot be seriously doubted: the
question is, whether the former exists also. Again,
that this former science (i.e. a moral philosophy which
is not eudsemonics) exists as a matter of fact, in so
far that there is a literature purporting to be the
literature of such a science, cannot be doubted ; the
question is, whether this so-called science is chimerical
and unreal. The reason for conceiving it not to be so,
is this: that however we expand and manipulate the
science of eudsemonics, it cannot, while it continues
anything which that term can at all represent, fill
nearly the whole ground which moral philosophy is
requlred to fill, or give a reasonable account of all
t is to be accounted for. m in
When, for instance, a man, without cause, inflicts the inflic-
pain upon another, the misdeed on the part; of the pain, pein !

G. 1
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agent is a fact as well as the pain suffered by the
sufferer, and it is a fact with a character about it dif-
ferent from any which it can derive from the pain.
It is not a sufficient account of the misdeed to say
that it is something which gives pain to another,
and which therefore perhaps may be expected, if not
now, at some future time, to give pain of remorse to
the doer, and which moreover, since he has been
educated to think badly of actions which give pain
to others, and to call them wrong, he himself perhaps
thinks wrong, disapproves, and dislikes, even while
he does it. I do not think that such a doctrine will
ever maintain itself against that which is called
intuitivism, but which seems to me to be the neces-
sary voice of human reason, viz. that the doer and
men in general think the action wrong, not merely
because they have been trained to do so by educa-
tion, but because it is in reality wrong. Its being
wrong is a fact; the judgment of the doer and
of men follows this fact, as it follows other facts.
“Wrong’ is not merely a name by which it is called,
but there is considered to be something attaching
to it which we know by the name of ‘wrong.’ And
this which attaches to it is not simply that it causes
pain, for it might cause pain without being wrong :
it is that it causes pain under particular circum-
stances, pain which it ought not to cause. What is
the nature of these circumstances, the meaning and
results of this ought, it is the business of aretaics to
. . investigate.
?n?%o‘ Supposing then it is said that we use the term
mbjectof ‘Wrong’' of anything which causes pain without
Sy causing, in some way, greater pleasure or happiness
ey in- on the whole to overbalance the pain: if we grant
thesubject that this, so far as it goes, is a true description of

:i&:m' what ‘wrong’ means, and that wrong actions have
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this character about them; we have then, as a fact
of the universe,—as much a fact of the universe as
pain, or as happiness itself,—that actions bearing the
above character are marked off from.others, and
marked off as what ought not to be done, what are
undesirable, improper, or however we may express it.
We may put the fact in this way, that pain has two
characters, according to the side from which we look
at it: that it is not only something unpleasant to,
and dreaded by, the sufferer, but also that it is some-
thing which another ought not causelessly to inflict
upon him. This second fuct about pain is one en-
tirely different from the former: it is one, no doubt,
~ which in our judgment or feeling instantly follows
from the former, but its so following is not from any-
thing in experience, not from anything involved in
the nature of pain as we feel it: the conclusion is
essentially necessary and intuitive; and it is just the
drawing this conclusion thus which constitutes us
moral beings.

Pain, thus, is a bad thing in the universe : with ¢
1ts badness, and the study of this badness (so for the
present to describe it), with a view to its avoidance, is
the business of eudsemonics: the inflicting causeless
pain is a bad thing in the universe with a different
badness, and the study of this latter badness, with a
view to avoiding that, is the business of aretaics.

In both the above views of pain, the science, Thetunda-
whether it be eudsemonics or aretaics, rests upon aﬁﬁ,‘: of
natural fact, not upon an observation of what men $J4=mo-
do or feel. The fundamental fact of eudeemonics is, existence
not that men do avoid pain, supposing this a matter thing un-
of experience or observation, or in other words, sup- Jesirable
posing it conceivable that they might do otherwise, Suferer to
but that pain is something which has in it that
which makes it avoided. Let it be said, it is only .

1—2

8,
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by experience that we know this, or in fact know
pain at all: the saying this seems to me only ap-
plying the term experience to our perception and
knowledge altogether, and I feel no objection to its
being so applied. But the real point of consequence
is, that our knowledge that pain is a thing un-
desirable, or to be avoided, is not something which
we can be supposed possibly to doubt about,-in
regard of which we settle our doubt by observation
of what men do : the natural fact, the prime assump-
tion of eudsemonics, is not that men do dislike and
avoid pain, but that there exists in the universe
something which we call pain, and that, in the very
notion of it, it is something undesirable and to be
avoided.

In the same manner the fundamental fact of
aretaics, or what for the present we will suppose the
fundamental fact of it, is not what might be a matter
of observation, whether of our consciousness or of
men’s action, viz. that men do avoid giving pain to
others, or have a feeling in them telling them they
ought to avoid it, but is the natural fact that pain
is something, the giving of which on the one side is
as undesirable for the giver and as much to be
avoided by him, as the suffering of it is on the other
side for the sufferer. So far as we can look at the
thing in itself, no man wants to give pain any more
than to suffer it; and, in any case, what he wants,
or does not want, is not the ultimate fact. Men’s
avoidance of giving pain is a result of, and a testi-
mony of, its being wrong to give it, in the same way
as their avoidance of suffering it is a result of, and a
testimony of, its being unpleasant to suffer it. Let
it be granted, that unless a man knew pain as suf-
fering himself first, he would have no feeling of

_ repugnance to the giving it : the existence of pain as
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suffering (or, which is the same thing, of possibility
of increase and diminution of happiness), may be
necessary as a condition to the existence of moral
virtue ; but the feeling of repugnance to the giving
pain does not follow from the feeling of dislike to
the suffering it, except through the addition of some
new element, of a something fresh which does not
beleng to eudsemonics, and which is the foundation
of aretaics.

Baut, it will be said, is there any occasion for more We need a
than one science, when after all it is confessed that hich in.
pain (so we will speak at present) is the leading jeetigstes
idea; when what is morally ta be avoided, for what- cirsum-
ever reason, is after all only the causing pain, as what under
is physically (so to speak) to be avoided is the suffering Jionbea.
it? For the one as the other, have we anything else 22 Well s

ience

to do than to investigate what causes pain, that we which in-

. oy e vestigates
may in both ways avoid it ? the va-

What I have hitherto said has been said for the fees o
sake of illustration, rather more simply than the case
will properly bear, and we shall see, as we go om,
with how many other considerations it has to be
complicated. Let us take the science of eudseemonics
first, which I fully admit to exist, and to be a most
important science ; the only question being, whether
it represents what people really mean and want by
moral philosophy, and covers the ground which that
must cover. We have then, in eudeemonics, to study
what is meant by suffering pain (enjoying happiness
we may say, if we like, proceeding the reverse way),
to compare different kinds of it, to say how it arises,
how it is to be avoided. But just as, on the one side,
there is an endless variety of pains which may be
suffered or given, and it is the fact of this variety
which renders necessary the study of eudeemonics; so,
on the other side, there is an endless variety of circum-
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stances under which one pain, or one pleasure, may be
given, and it is this latter variety which causes the
science of aretaics. Were there but one kind and one
degree of pain (or on the other hand of pleasure)
possible in the world ; were there no other harm, for
instance, possible to be done to a man, except that of
killing him; there would then be no scope for a
science of eudeemonics ; but, as there is a vast variety
of circumstances which might lead one man to kill
another, there would still be room for a large science
about these, which, on this supposition, would be the
science of aretaics. And by multiplying, in supposi-
tion, the ways in which we may do people harm, ie.
supposing things, in that respect, as they are now,
we by no means lessen the necessity for the aretaics,
however we may introduce another science besides :
we really enrich the aretaics as well.

As there are some, on the one hand, who assert
that there is but one science contained in moral
philosophy, the science, namely, which I have called
‘eudeemonics;’ so, on the other hand, some will say
that there is but one science, and it is what I have
called ‘aretaics.” The controversy, in fact, which of
these two sciences is to be considered moral philo-
sophy, is what has constituted the history of moral
philosophy from the beginning. The subject, they
will say, of moral philosophy, is virtue, not pain or
pleasure, however these may, in one way or another,
enter into it.

Nor can it be denied that there is at least as
much reason for saying that it is aretaics which
constitute moral philosophy as for saying that it is
the other. Pain is indeed a reality in a sense in
which no feeling of right or wrong can be : what we
say about pain or pleasure can be brought to the
test of a particular kind of experience, and com-



IN MORAL PHILOSOPHY. 7

parison can be made of individual experiences, in a
manner which cannot be done with regard to our sense
of wrong-doing. But it is quite clear that the fact,
that the inflicting causeless pain is a misdeed, an evil
in the universe of a different kind from, but as real
as, the suffering of pain, a something in the universe
which we think ought not to be, which is a defect in
it, a something undesirable;—it is clear that this is a
fact which need not wait for any observations upon
the nature &c. of pain, that is, for eudsemonics, for its
establishment : if we do not have it from the first, we
can never get it from experience. In entering upon
eudsemonics, or the science of happiness, as a science -
of experience, let us suppose our minds, as they
should be, free from previous opinion, prepared to
receive what experience gives us. Experience about
pain and pleasure will doubtless shew us many things :
there may be a regular inductive science on the sub-
ject : but. just as no one dreams that any amount of
experience can alter our opinion as to pain being a
thing in itself undesirable to suffer ; so no experience,
everyone sees, can alter our opinion as to pain being
a thing in itself wrong to inflict. The eudzmonical
induction, if well carried out, may lead us to con-
clusions about happiness or about pain, as general and
as vast as the Copernican or Newtonian conclusions :
but these conclusions, whatever they may be, can
have no effect one way or the other on the fact, or
on our feeling of the fact, that pain in itself is an
evil, in one way to suffer, in another to inflict. The
axiom then of aretaics, that it is evil or a misdeed to
inflict pain, as pain and causelessly, needs, and waits
for, no experience to suggest or prove it: no one
would think for an instant that it could be doubted,

and its truth made to depend on a trial by experience :
its truth is the same whatever the pain or happiness,
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in our observation of them, turn out in their particulars
to be. It is true for all possible pain, or for all
possible happiness, so long as what we call such
answers to the definition. The inhabitants of the
planets, if there are such, may have very different
sorts of happiness from us, but it has the same truth
for them as for us.
Aretaios is  ‘While therefore we may admit that the fact,
tial pat of which, if it is wished, we may call a fact of eudee-
losophy, momcs, the fact of the existence or posslblhty of
g %o Pain, is the first, and is necessary as a previous con-
be "3319 dition for the existence of aretaics, yet, on the other
9udmo " hand, it is with aretaics, or with the above axiom,
that anything which can be called moral philosophy
begins, and all moral philosophy is no more than a
deduction from that axiom. Itis indeed exceedingly
possible that the axiom might be very sterile in
results without eudsemonical observation to give us
particulars about the pain, the infliction of which is
thus to be avoided ; this we shall see as we go on.
So far as this is the case, aretaics, to be fruitful and
useful, needs (besides its presupposition of the eudse-
monical notion of pain or happiness) to be largely
supplemented by eudemonics : and this is the case
with all possible aretaics.
Similarly Eudaemomes, conceived quite generally, need not
eudmmo. Tequire to be supplemented by aretaics: but (and I
:’“ wio Tefer to what follows for more full illustration),
ik human eudzmonics do require to be largely so
aretaics. supplemented. This is because man is what we
commonly describe as a moral being, that is, his
feeling and reflection about what he does, together
with his sympathies with others and many other
feelings of a like nature, enter very largely as an
element into his happiness and his pain. The eu-
demonical analysis of pleasure and pain has, there-
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fore, with other things, to be an analysis of man’s
moral nature ; and it is impossible to analyse feelings
and thoughts without a reference to what the feelings
and thoughts are about : and this, when the feelings
or thoughts are what we call moral, is aretaics. We
~ have thus, it would appear, in reference to man, the
two sciences interlocked in an exceedingly complicated
manner.

If this is the case, it will be said again, What is
the use of calling them two? Why cannot they be

treated as one subject ? sors for”
As one subject I do treat them, but as two gon
sciences. The reasons are various. distinct

The first is, that I wish to leave no part of the
ground belonging to moral philosophy unexplored (to
the small extent to which I can speak about it), and
I believe this is the only way.

The second is, that I wish to give its full force to
all that has been said, and often most truly said, on
each side in the great and noble, but often most blind
and confused, moral controversy of ages.

The third is, that I wish that the student should
learn to value and respect (if he cannot of himself
perhaps know much about) the various methods
which moral controversy has followed and the lite-
rature with which it has been associated. I should
like the study to take with him a character different
from that which it has sometimes done, and to teach
him to think liberally, without depreciating and
caricaturing what he is ignorant of.

The fourth is, that I think in this way it may be
more easy to grasp the exceedingly difficult relation
of different parts of the subject together, as intuitive
and inductive (to use for a moment terms which I
disapprove). I am as anxious as any Utilitarian to
have, as far as possible, a good and real inductive



10 TWO SCIENCES INCLUDED

science of eudsemonics. And I think that the taking
of eudsmonics for the whole of moral philosophy,
instead of a portion of or adjunct to it, has been a
hindrance to this in every way. One side in the
traditionary moral controversy have despised eude-
monics, while those who have admired and cultivated
them have always had something to prove by them:
they have been users of them, not bon4 fide inquirers
into them. They have, for instance, wanted to
establish, as a result of their investigation, that
eudemonics would really bear upon them the whole
weight of morality. Whether they were right or
wrong in this, it is at least not the right temper for
an inductive inquirer.* Or, if they were more practical
and less philosophical than this, they have had a
prejudice either for, or against, things established :
and their inductive inquiries have correspondingly
had a strong tendency to turn into a justification, or
an inculpation, of these. I have hoped, by relieving
eudemonics from part at least of this weight of con-
sequence, to be able to look at them more with the
eye of a simple investigator.

Fifth and last, a reason which might have super-
seded any others, I have treated these two por-
tions of moral philosophy as two sciences, because,
however complicated together, I think they are
80. _

Thls dis. Their being so seems to me to depend in the main
arisesfrom Upon this fact,—and I think that the bringing out
mar®s  of the full force of this fact is the most important
matwe,  business of moral philosophy at the present day—
andactive, that man is an active being in the same manner in
sponding Which he is a sentient (or pain-feeling and pleasure-
i power feeling) being : that his activity and his sentience are
inthe  two independent portions or features of his nature,
Mancraves each as early, as native, and as important, as the
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otherl. Man’s nature, in fact the universe in general, employ-
has two portions or characters counter-fitting (if Im:it;r
may use the word) the one to the other, want and i:‘:t‘u::ny
power in the universe, or, as I have called them in ?:ogh;:m
man, sentience and activity. I take as my principle,

that man as early and as naturally asks for an em-
ployment of his activity as for a relief from his pain ;

and that the fitting of these together, going beyond

the individual, is the business of moral philosophy,

a8 the fitting them together with reference to the
individual is the business of simple prudence. On this
however I will not dwell now ; except to say, that

the inquiry which proceeds from the assumption of
activity is that which I call aretaics, that which
proceeds from the assumption of sentience is eudse-
monics; that in many particulars they treat, from
opposite directions, the same subjects; and that the
method which I hope to take will not be that of a

rigid separation of them, but a treating of the subject

in the way in general most convenient, with an
indication to which of the sciences the manmer of
treatment belongs.

1 With this agrees the division of the nerves into sentient and motor
nerves. Compare Ezploratio Philosophica, ch. 3, and Prof. Bain's
language (Senses and Intellect, Book L ch. i.), “Movement precedes
sensation, and is at the outset independent of any stimulus from with-
out: action is a more intimate and inseparable property of our constitu-
tion than any of our sensations, and in fact enters as a comiponent part
into every one of the senses, giving them the character of compounds
while itself is a simple and elementary property.” Ep.



CHAPTER 1L

MORAL PHILOSOPHY AS AN ART REFERRING TO AN
IDEAL.

Moral Phi- MORAL Philosophy is the Art of Life in its highest
weopby 18 gense. If we understand by life what the Greeks
Lif.  meant by Bios as different from {wij, and by lLiving
the putting forth the powers and faculties for use
and for enjoyment, moral philosophy is the general
and summary, or architectonic, art of this. That
is, it deals with the relation to each other of the
powers, faculties, and other portions of man which
are concerned with his activity, and with their har-
mony as a whole.
By describing moral philosophy as an art I mean
pretty much the same as that which Aristotle meant
by describing it as a practical science, though I
would not in all respects apply the view as he did.
It sets Moral philosophy however is more than simply

x{;’fn“' thus an art or practical science: it is an art which

ideal.  gets before it an ideal.

semsein  In the difficulty as to the use of language on

vhich ti5 these matters, I shall use the word ideal doubly,

ued. i e. both as an adjective and a substantive: I shall
speak of an ideal as what moral philosophy sets
before itself, and I shall speak of moral philosophy
as ideal in so far as it does set this before itself:
and for contrast to ideal in its adjective sense, I
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shall sometimes use the word positival. For a dis-
cussion of this latter term I refer to the Appendlx
Eudsemonics might be unideal. That is, in think- Endsmo
ing how we should live, and thinking about pleasure be be anidoat
and pain in this view, we might stop short of forming
in our thought any idea of happiness as something
to be gained: we might form our scheme of life on
the plan of avoiding pains and laying hold of plea-
sures as they pass, with little imagination about the
future, and no mental combination of pleasures into
an ideal happiness.
Eudemonics however has generally been, and lsbnt itis
likely to be, exceedingly ideal. Man is an imagi- commonly
native being, and is both inclined to look forward ek

to
to the future and inclined to set himself an end :hwé:l%gn
to work for. Though activity and sentience both mans

exist in man independently of each other in the hetue

manner which I have described, yet man’s nature S2 M,
is one, and the treatment of eudeemonics, or the nature.
science of man’s sentient nature, inevitably takes
a colour from his active nature. In meditating how
we may enjoy ourselves, we cannot help the notion
forcing itself upon us, that happiness is something
to be worked for., We in vain try to make our-
selves recognize (what reason, misapplied, tells us)
that for enjoyment we ought to have no ideal; that
to set ourselves a happiness to work for is after all
to enslave ourselves, and to leave the notion of en-
joyment; that life, on this view of it, is not hap-
piness but toil after happiness, and that toil after
one thing is no better than toil after another. Eu--
dsemonists have at various times laboured hard to
produce an unideal eudemonics, a real science of
pleasure as distinct from a science of happiness.
There is in the actual life of man a great abundance of
such unideal eudsemonics : but, even in the actual life
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of man, it is the ideal portion, the imagination, hope,
and enterprise, which gives it its vigour and interest;
and the difficulty of escaping idealism becomes greater
as soon as life is made a matter of thought and
reflection. A life of passing pleasure is natural
enough in itself: but not a thoughtful, deliberate,
reflective, life of passing pleasure.

And thus It should be observed, that as it is difficult to

;t‘;;ﬁ;’ prevent the active side of human nature from coming

sitach ~ in, and making eudzmonics ideal, so it is difficult

eudmno- to prevent the moral notions which belong to this

Ho™  active side of human nature from following and
giving to this pursuit of an ideal happiness a cha-
racter of duty, which, from the point of view of
eudsemonics, can never belong to it. So far as our
activity or our powers are of any importance beyond
ourselves, what we do in regard of our own happi-
ness is eminently a matter of moral consideration,
or for the notion of duty, for it may very greatly
affect this. But in this we leave eudsemonics. And
in reality, whenever, in eudsemonic investigation,
the notion comes in, as it must do, that it is a matter
of duty with us to live not for passing pleasures, but
for an ideal happiness, so far as pleasure and happi-
ness enter into our consideration at all, we are
bearing witness to ourselves, so to speak, of our
own importance and value, and of there being some-
thing to be considered about us beyond our happi-
ness.

Hsppiness ~ The term ‘happiness,” ed8awpovia, itself represents

Ha™ an ideal, and in fact represents little more. All that

ideal. g positive, or known to us as in this way, is pleasure
or freedom from pain; and the unideal form of eu-
deemonics of which I have spoken is hedonics, or a
science of indolentia. Whatever it is that people
are aiming at, if they look at it as it is in relation
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to themselves, they will call it their happiness: this
ideal character in happiness is more intimate and
more universal than any particular character attach-
ing to it.

Aretaics however is more essentially ideal than an 1 aretaio
eudemonics. The words virtue, duty, ought, should, Tetems
‘&c., express an ideal, whatever else they may express: {f 1o
and however we may define them or whatever line
of conduct we may consider to answer to them, they
must keep this character, or they are no longer them-
selves.

The words ‘ought,’ ‘should,’ and the other similar « ought,
ones, are what may be called terms of art in this jboud’

&o. are

sense, that they express something to be done, g terma of
line of conduct to be pursued, ordinarily in view pressing
of the attainment of a particular purpose. There e
is understood with them, as terms of art, the ex-
pression of the purpose which is aimed at: they
express a condition (at least a probable condition)
of the attainment of this: if you would attain this
or that end, if you want this thing or that, you
must, you ought to, you should, do this other thing,
whatever it is: ‘must,’ ‘ought,’ ‘should,’ are only
different degrees of intensity of the expression of
the same thing; and it may be expregsed still other-
wise by saying, this thing is to be done, if' you wish
to gain that : the Latin expresses this simply in the
form ‘faciendum.’

Now moral philosophy being, in the manner which In the ab-
I described, the art of life or living, suppose we say ey
to ourselves, we wish, so far as what we are now Zernésnd
dealing with is concerned, to attain no purpose, but [2vored
simply to live, to consider life, according to the
Aristotelian notion, its own end and purpose, with
this important addition to his notion, ‘except so far
as the consideration of our life itself may reveal to us
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a purpose for it beyond itself.” The question then of
aretaics will be simply what we must, should, ought
to do : the addition expressing the purpose we want to
gain disappears, for we want to gain no purpose; or
it becomes a mere identical repetition, for all that we
want is to live, is to do what we ought to do or
should do: we want, it will be said, to live well, but
‘well* here is nothing more than the same identical
repetition, it expresses no more than as we should
expresses, that is, simply an ideal : to live, as some-
thing which by supposition we want, and to live well,
are the same ; we are left simply with the notion of
a faciendum, of a something which we should do,
without any purpose beyond it.

To some this will appear a playing with words,
to others it will appear the saying of something too
plain to be worth saying. Trifling and plain as it
may be, this notion is that from which the whole
of moral philosophy is a deduction, and the clear
view of which would save infinite mistake and con-
troversy.

The factendum, or thing which is supposed as
that which is to be done, is what is called in philo-
sophical language ‘absolute,” which means this: that
it is disengaged from the addition, or expression of
purpose, which determined it and made it conditional
or dependent in the former uses of it which I
instanced : what is to be done is not means only,
but means and end both: and the art which
treats of what is thus to be done is an unique and
special art, in which means and end are involved

, together. / } ;
Different  The question whether there is such a thing as an’ °

forms un-

der which jndependent or intuitive morality, or however else we
ciendum’ may express it, is really no other than this: whether
,’T,:ZJ,’,‘L’F: the notion that there is for us an absolute faciendum
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(i.e. a thing or things which for reasons contained in
themselves, we ought to do, or should do, rather than
other things) is a notion which naturally (so I will
speak at present) suggests itself ~The form in
which this is put may be varied infinitely: it may
be put in a markedly ethical form by some philo-
~ sophers, by some in a form very non-ethical or un-
technical ; but the substance is the same. We may
put it in this form : that the choice which we make
as to what we do is a matter of importance or of
consequence ; or in this, that, in the infinite variety
of possible action, there exists reason why we should
choose one part rather than another part: .or we
may put it in the ideal form of imagining the life
which we ought to lead, which we feel it is well we
should lead, and perhaps give to this ideal:a religious
character by considering that we were intended %o
lead such a life, created for it-; or perhaps give ®
rather an sesthetic character by considering it some-
thing to be admired and delighted in. However we
may think of it, the substance is the same: it is that,
when we think of ourselves as beings with faculties
and powers, the notion inevitably suggests itself of
there being some things which we should .do, ought
to do, (morally) must do, and others which we ought
not to do. :

What is commonly .called the moralibty «f .con- Granting
sequences, i.e. the assumption that the reasen of this essfe
choice of action must lie in consequences to flow from speclute
the action, I will speak of presently?. The importance dam,
of what I have said above lies in this: that a due losopby
consideration of it will effectually prevent us from §mas ™
thinking that moral philosophy can be, as regards its fductive
starting-point and main principles, a science of the seience.

1 8ee Ch. vI.

[&]
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kind now called inductive, and which I will call
positival, and that it can take its rank, as regards
these main principles, with sciences of experience and
of observation. The idea of ‘what should be,’ the
expulsion of which from physical science in favour of
the observation of ‘what is,” has led to vast progress
in such science, lies at the heart of moral philosophy,
and can never be eradicated from it.
Ieprind- It will be my endeavour, as we proceed, to con-
los mast cider very carefully the importance of observation,
then  both in eudemonics, as a subsidiary part of moral
gt philosophy, and in some portions of aretaics, where
be of grest We are concerned with the particulars of human feel-
remats ing. But the problem of moral philosophy has been
;"ﬁg& from the first : What should I do ? and the principle
upon which this question is to be answered is what
no observation can possibly give us. No observation,
however long continued, can tell us whether it is our
own happiness or that of others which we ought to
prefer. It is indeed exceedingly possible to suppose
(I will not say whether it is the fact) that the
tntuitive principles (so to call them) which lie at the
base of the sciences may be very simple and evident,
and that the importance of the philosophy may lie in
the observation which is to regulate the application
of them. But this, if it is so, is quite a different thing
from the supposition that the observation can come
in the place of the first principles, and that it is a
great advance thus to reform the philosophy, and
change it into a so-called inductive science.
Hlustra- ‘When Iseea philosopher like Bentham captivated
Hon oy With his new phrase as to ‘the greatest happiness of
Lopsiness the greatest number,’ and considering it a discovery
principle. which would reform all moral philosophy, and then
proceeding, with the noble enthusiasm with which he

did proceed, to construct, in his way, a methodical
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“science of eudsemonics in order to the application of
his principle, and devoting his life to this unselfish
labour,—I seem to see, in his mind and feeling, a
region for moral philosophy which his system ob-
stinately refuses to recognize. He says, in fact, ‘I
take as my ideal to be pursued, nothing selfish, but
the greatest happiness of the greatest number, and
I choose as the work of my life the study of the
particulars of happiness in order that my ideal may
be carried out.” I feel inclined to say to him, A
noble work indeed, and you are nobly aiding moral
philosophy by it, but I seem to see another work not
less important for moral philosophy in the study of
you, and in the consideration how it is that you
have come to take this as your ideal, instead of trying
for instance to make yourself rich and powerful
How is it that the promoting other men’s happiness
presents itself to you, out of all the possible things
which you might do, as the particular thing which
you should do or which it is well for you to do?
And if you say (I have not used the word which you
do not like, ‘ought’) that you do not recognize even
‘should,’ but that you only choose to do it'; I ask
again, There is then something in it to fix your choice :
it is conduct un stself, in your view, preferable to
any other : how is it you came to choose it ? I would
rather know that than all your eudeemonics: for in
fact, for what you want, it is more necessary that
men should have your mind and feeling on the matter,
than that they should study your system. You
persist in claiming the name of complete moral philo-
sophy for that which seems to me only a subsidiary,

1 Of. Bentham’s words quoted in the Ezamination of the Utikita-
rian Philosophy, p. 137, “1 am a selfish man, as selfish as any man can
be. But in me, somehow or other, selfishness has taken the shape of
benevolence.”—Ep.

2—2
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though an important part of it, and you call by the
name of sentimentalism, intuitivism?! (though this I
think is not your word), or I know not what, that
without which all your eudsemonics will be valueless.
You say you cannot conceive it possible that any one
can think differently from you, as to ‘the greatest
happiness of .the greatest number’ being the all-
important ideal. I answer, You seem in that to be
placing the foundation of moral philosophy where I
think it ought to be placed, on what some of your
disciples will call intuitivism : only, doing this, you
might have spared some things which you have said
yourself.

Aretaics is thus ideal in its very essence. The
dpenj or virtue which suggests the science is an ideal,
and in itself is little more. The existence of the -

expressive word only proves the existence of degrees of esti-

ideal,

mation of different feelings and different courses of
conduct, together with (and this is the main point of
consideration) a belief in the existence of a reason
for this preference, in the real preferability of one
feeling or one action, as feeling and action, to others:
a belief in certain feelings as what we should have,
and certain actions as what we should do: a notion
of the valuableness or admirableness of such feelings
and actions in themselves, independent of whatever
valuableness they may have on account of conse-
quences they may produce. The word ‘virtue, if we
disengage it from the application which, in moral use,
it has had to particular courses of conduct, and from
the associations which have clung about it, means
primarily excellence; and this in itself means no more
than what should be, i.e. expresses an ideal. The
word ‘excellence’ itself has got an extraneous asso-
ciation clinging to it, that, namely, of comparison or
1 CL Mill, Uulitarianism, p. 3.
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superiority of one to another, which comparison is
only a way of ascertaining how far the ideal has been
attained : the excellence might exist without the
existence of beings less excellent, because the supe-
riority implied in the word is only an accident of the
thing. It is the same with the words valuableness,
admirableness; virtue is a thing which people esteem
and admire, but it is not their esteeming and admiring
it which makes it virtue; they esteem and admire
it because (rightly or wrongly) they consider there
is a reason why they should esteem and admire it,
and the person who has it himself esteems and
admires it as they do; it is not constituted to him,
by the esteem and admiration which it meets with,
though it may be described and named by them.
What constitutes it is its character of an ideal, of
that which should be.

The Greeks and Romans did not form, as we have on the
*done, an adjective from their ordinary words for virtue, tong.
but used words suggested by the admirableness which horestuss
I have spoken of, the words xa\ds and ‘honestus.” No
doubt these words would not have been the words
chosen, unless they had been considered, by those who
chose them, better words than others to express the
ideal which was intended : and this they could only be,
in consequence of the character of beauty (so we will
call it) in the one case, of meeting with the appro-
bation of men in the other, being characters which
attached themselves very closely to the ideal.
Some philosophers taught that the words not only
aptly expressed what was meant, but gave the
essence of it ; that virtue consisted in moral beauty,
or in deservingness of human approbation. But this
was in neither case the view of those who used the
words with most earnestness, and most, so to speak,
believed in them. Cicero, following the Stoics, dis-
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claimed in the strongest terms, in reference to the
word ‘honestus,” the notion, that the use of it in
any way suggested that it was its meeting with
human approbation which constituted virtuel. With
him, and others like him, the words simply expressed
the ideal, what should be.
On the Virtue expresses the ideal subjectively, expresses,
‘9. that is, an ideal disposition: xaAds and ‘honestus’
ordinarily express it objectively; that is, express an
ideal course of action. Another famous term for
expressing the ideal objectively is ¢ duty.’

Duty is in" reality the word which expresses the
ideal character of what is meant with the most
clearness, but it is not a word of such ancient use in
this application as the others: it is a word also
which has been a good deal used in that which I
alluded to as being the less ideal portion of aretaics,
that namely, where the particular relations of indi-
viduals to each other are dealt with. It is not my
purpose however, just now, to say anything upon
this portion of aretaics, or upon the words express-
ing the moral ideal in this view of it: both these
subjects I will for the present reserve.

But there is another view of the moral ideal, as
important as that which we have just been speaking
of, to which we must now turn.

I described man as possessing activity or power,
and sentience or feeling. Let us examine a little
the relation of these the one to the other.

Mans It is perfectly possible to conceive man possessing
natureis g sentience which had no relation to his activity.

of rants He might be (i.e. we can conceive him) always

1 «“ Honestum, quod, etiam si nobilitatum non sit, tamen honestum-
est, quodque vere dicimus, etiamsi a nullo laudetur, natura esse lau-
dabile.” De Of.1. 4. Cf. Tusc. nL 2.—Eb.
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happy, always enjoying himself: or he might suffer
pain which he perfectly well knew he was powerless
to prevent or diminish : and there are various other
suppositions which we might make. But, as it is,
the great mass of his feeling is indicative of a fact

. which concerns him greatly, a fact which might
exist in regard of him, and does to a considerable
extent, without his feeling it: a fact which I will
call want. And on this want I will dwell for a few
moments with a somewhat wider view. :

I propose to use the word ‘want’ strictly for a The ferm
Jact (or supposed or possible fact), as distinct from y e rsed
our feeling of the fact, if we have such a feelmg e the
Facts which we feel, and our feeling of them, are in tii;ct not
language constantly confused, and this is the case in of te
respect of the term ‘want.” But the fact, for instance, ***
that our stomach is empty and that there is going on
in our system none of that nutrition which we will
suppose ought constantly to be going on in it, is a
very different thing from our feeling, if we do feel,
that such is the case, in consequence of some pain, of
hunger or otherwise, resulting from it: the former
might perfectly exist without the other. We use
the word ‘want’ for both: if we say ‘our system
wants food,” we mean the former: if we say ‘we
want food,” we might mean either, but most likely
should mean the latter; as if we said, ‘the baby
wants a coral, or ‘I want the newspaper’ Now
the word ‘ want,” whenever I use it, will be meant to
express the former of them, the fact.

We are thus something besides active and sen- activity
tient beings, we are active and wanting beings : and, and wan
extending our view beyond ourselves, the universe is n‘zfv;:‘?
an active and a wanting universe. Not, indeed,
exactly in the sense in which we are active and
wanting, but in this sense, that there is a great deal
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of power in the universe, and also a great deal of
want. I use the word universe with intentional
vagueness : what I say will apply equally whether
we make the widest possible supposition of the
universe, taking in God as the Creator of it, or
whether we consider it to be merely a physical
compages of matter and force. What I mean is
simply this; that the universe, so far as the action
in it is concerned, is made up of two elements; of
beings (so we will speak at present) possessing
powers; and’ of opportunity or call for the exercise of
their powers, which is what I have called ¢ want.’

Mants It is man’s sentient nature, as we have seen,
natare which leads to the formation of that ideal which I
sugges

thesdealof have called happiness: it. is man’s active nature
ﬂpﬂ;ﬁ“; which leads to the formation of the ideal which I
suggests ~ have last described, in spea.k.mg of virtue and the
duty, his corresponding terms: it is man’s nature as wanting
,',':gem which leads to the formation of a third ideal more
the thid jmportant than the first of them, and' equally im-

nd high-
Y ideal, portant with the second—the notion of ‘good.” In

:Jood one point of view this ideal is more important than
the second : that the character of individual appro-
priation which belonged to the two former does not
belong to this. Man can only féel his own feelings,
and act with his own powers: but the wantingness
which is the call to action he can be informed of by
his intellect as much beyond himself as in himself,
and the ideal ‘good’ is in this point of wview the
noblest and grandest of all.

Wantis The notion which I have here given of ‘want’ or

sentience, ‘Wantingness’ may be objected to as really conveying

and good nothing, and not making at all more clear the notion
bappiness. of good, as the ideally desirable. I am indifferent
what words are used, and what I wish to draw

attention to is the ambiguity and difficulty attending
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even such words as ‘desirable’; the same which I
have noticed in respect of ‘want’. The universe
is, on any hypothesis of it, an orderly constitu-
tion of things, containing in it a number of beings
who can feel happiness, but who, so far as they do
feel happiness, must feel it in virtue of, and by
means of, their particular constitution, which is a
part of this order. So far as they do not feel
happiness, it arises from their state not being what
it should be, by which I mean no more than that
they are not in their ideal state, and the degree
to which they fall short of it is the measure of
what I call their want; and this falling short of
an ideal state may exist in that which is not capable
of happiness: to that stself which is not capable of
happiness this falling short may not be important,
but it may be important on account. of the relation
of things together, and. the orderly constitution of
the whole.
Good, of all the ideals,.is that which has played rhis 1ast

the most important part, and speculations as to the i i

volves
nature of the summum bonum have been the most both are.

important of moral speculations. I hope hereafter ::lda::)d
more fully to dwell upon it.

This last ideal involves together both aretaics
and eudsemonics : that is, it deals with a kind of
eudemonics which I shall have a good deal to speak
of, in which the idea of ‘should be’ enters into combi-
nation with that of pleasure or happiness, and one
kind of happiness is considered as superior in kind
to another. But for the present enough.
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Aug. 20, 1864. Byron’s Pool, 8 A.M.

Action  INSTEAD of taking the epitelic view of action, what we might

gharactel- 3o would be to take the aparchic. With Aristotle (is it not so?)

it starting the dpy1 of action is really only another word for the ré\os,

t . . e . -
5’,“&;,, purpose, or aim: but we might consider in regard of action

Xgliai!ts its origin, or that which it starts from, as well as its Té\os, or

end, hap- that which it tends to.

Piness. As its Té\os, or what it tends to, may be called good or
happiness, and what we wish to find out the summum bonum;
- 80 its dpysn, or what it starts from, may be called want, and

what we wish to know the prima egestas. This and the
summum bonum would probably from different ends coincide,
As we call the first good (or happiness), so we might call the
second want (or uneasiness). In reality, both these additions
are doubtful. Good and want are states, and are not neces-
sarily conceived or felt: happiness and uneasiness are the
feeling of each of them.

What, in addition to intelligence and fact, has to be
taken account of when we think of action, is want. And
what in addition to this again, has to be taken account of
when we think of moral action, is the existence of a plurality
of sentient, some or all also active, beings,

Want . Want or egence is the great fact conditioning, and stimu-
exhibited 1,4ino real action (by which I mean action as different from

in a scale . . .
passing  conceivable chaotic movement). Satisfaction is the fact cor-

! The pages which follow seem to contain the germ of the treatise
on Aretaics and Eudsemonics. They are taken from a note-book with
the accompanying notices of the time and place of their writing.
Professor Grote was literally a peripatetic philosopher, and the places
mentioned were among his favourite haunts for philosophic meditation.
What was thus thought out was written down afterwards, generally
with great rapidity and with scarcely any correction or erasurc.—Eb.
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-responding to it: good is the idea, i.e. this latter fact, ex- from the

tended, heightened and developed, by the intelligence. f:’ﬁ::‘:zb.

The degrees of withoutness are (1) simple non-habence ; (2) jective.
carence, 1. e. the being without a thing when there is at least
some conceivable reason why it should be present (we say a
pronoun or a particular noun caret vocativo, we should with

-less reason say it caret modo indicativo, and with no reason
at all it caret foliis); (3) egence, where the want is of some
particular thing according to the nature of that which wants,
and where there exists in nature a possibility of the satisfac-
tion of the want, such satisfaction being probably striven
after or provided for in some way; (4) desiderium, or craving
and yearning, which is the last subjectively felt, and possibly
amplified by imagination, &c.; (5) cupido, or general imagi-
native desire, which may be without any egence as fact.

Is egence always in some measure felt or subjective ? If Want in
it is, there is personality or consciousness in plants; and who ft] iy
shall say there is not, or that rudimentary (of course unreflec- panied by
tive) personality or consciousness does not begin as early and °°
as low down ‘as real organic unity ?

It is the nature of the leaf or root of a plant, say, to imbibe
water or air: there is egence in the plant, and there are
movements in the parts of it by which the water or air is
imbibed; the egence leads to the activity; must there not be
something like sentience and will in the passage from the
one to the other? Is not the plant in an uncomfortable or
uneasy state without what it wants; must it not have, that
is, a sort of feeling to the extent of its unitariness of organiza-
tion ?

So far as we start from fact, want is the reality, not good.

Good is the ideal, the absent which should be present. Ideal
and should be express the same. Good, absent, is felt, so far
as there is feeling, as want. Qood, particular, depends upon
particularity of want.

Want or egence, and want-feel or craving, are not exactly
the same thing: there may be real want unfelt, and there
may be mistaken want-feel.

Sept. 1, 1864. Great Meadows, 8 A.M.

Want is to action as sensation to intelligence. Want is
source of action, as sensation of intelligence.
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The simplest want is the absence of physical communica-
tion between two things, where such communication would
be to the advantage of one of them.

Advantage or disadvantage in this case is rather a vague
term, the same as perfection or imperfection, &c.: all imply
a fixed or regular nature.

In the case of chemical elective affinities, there may be
said to be mutual want when two elements are in a position
which, when other bodies are presented to them, they would
change, or in a so far unnatural pesition. There is not in
the elements any thing which we should describe as sentience,
disposition; impulse, or tendency ; but as a fact, they change
their circumstances when the opportunity is presented to
them, and this may be described as want of such change.

When a plant is said to imbibe air or water, what takes
place is a certain mechanical movement of the parts of the
plant to which the air or water lends itself according to sts
nature. In this case such advantage as occurs is one-sided,
and we say that there is in the plant want of the air or
water.

When such want is continuous, recurring after satisfac-
tion, as in the plant, there is what we call &ife in the sense of
growth or vegetance.

The word ‘unity’ is too general, and the word ‘personality’
too restricted, to express something which we want a word to
express, viz. life as containing or involving the conditions of
possible consciousness, though we may not know whether the
consciousness exists or not, and may rather consider that
it does not. We only use the word ‘personality’ where
there is distinct consciousness or power of reflection. The word
unity, though likely enough suggested in the first instance
only by our felt consciousness and then by the perceived
unity of life, yet is widely extended to any form of thinghood
or reality.

Has the plant appetite after water, air, the immixture of
the pollen with the stigma, &c.? There is the same fact,
independent of any feeling on the part of the plant, that
there is in the case of appetite of animals: whether there is
appetlte or not depends on whether we consider that there
is, or is not, feeling or sentience.

The words appetite, desire, &c. denote generally the
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fact of want or desence, felt in some manner, and thus wantin ry
stimulating the will to act through the intelligence for i’,:ﬁ;"‘
the supply of it. That the feeling corresponds to the

fact of want is what we can hardly tell: in fact we can
hardly attach distinct meaning to the words. The absence

of food in the stomach we might perhaps feel in the head—
perhaps indeed do. The feeling of hunger is one particular
result, among many others, of the fact of the body’s wanting

food : the two are conceivably quite separable. And similarly,

the gratification of the feeling of humger and the supply,

as a fact, of the want of the body, are two things quite
distinct, though they may be concomitant.

All proper want (as distinguished from the case of chem- The feel-
ical affinities above, and similar cases) implies a more or less :28%%¥ant
complete unity, and therefore possibility of sentience, in the local.
wanting being. All want is thus want of the whole being.

But the want may be of different kinds, and the different
kinds may be arranged along a scale similar to that of sen-
sation. The fact of the want may be the absence of a
corporeal or material communication which, aocording to
the nature of things, and of the particular being, ought
at the time to exist. Of this kind is the stomachic want
of food. This is felt as hunger, which is a feeling, not
of the stomach, but of the man, and of man not in the
stomach more than elsewhere in the body. Still, the mate-
rial communication wanted is between the stomach and
certain nutritious materials. ,

The want and, either self-supplying or suggestive and
stimulating, absence of communication between the stomach
and such materials in this case is analogous to the fact
of communication between members of the body, limbs
or senses, and natural material agents, which aliments the
intelligence.

The good, benefit, advantage of the man consists thus, Two
as to one part of it at least, in the fact of the former of g‘zﬂ‘f
these communications, or the supply of physical wants: and the enjoyment
fact of the supply of the wants is accompanied, ordinarily, }en%ng
by another fact, viz. the gratification of some particular faction of
feeling (in the above case hunger) by which the want is accom- ™
panied. The enjoyment is two-fold: the concentrated and
momentary enjoyment of the gratification : and the diffused
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and continuous enjoyment arising from the better state of
the body, and the supply of its want.

For action, in an intelligent being, both of them must
be taken into account, and to take the last into account
requires much of intelligence.

Enjoy- If .we conceive the ideal good or desirable, the summum
::z:m bonum, we must conceive it as a complicated whole as we
to us the conceive the material universe. The ideal good is given
t;’,":},g”“ to us by the gratification of appetite or simple desire just
samo ex- to the same extent as the material world is given to us by
sensation chemical sensation. The mere gratification and chemical
suggests  (or pleasure-pain) sensation, suggest to us, in virtue of our
- intelligence, in the one case good (advantage, benefit, &c.)
verse, as a fact, in the other case independent reality as a fact.

Enjoyment or happiness is in the same sense the summum
bonum as sentition or bare sensation is the summum reals or
summum verum : enjoyment is an incident or result of good,
as sensation is of reality.

Happiness may indeed be the ultimate good, as being
known to be may be the ultimate reality : but this is far off
and in the whole of things, and human action must be for
good conceived by the intelligence; to the notion of which
felt gratification or enjoyment contributes a most important
part indeed, but only a part, in the same way as human
understanding is of an orderly universe to which bare sensa-
tion contributes only a portion.

The That our action should be regulated by the intelligence,
between 18, in a manner, a higher appetite or desire, leading to regu-
the scale larity, orderliness, conduct on principle, and, at a later stage,
:ﬁ;‘:’ﬁ:’ when the presence of other moral beings with us is taken
scale of  into account, to fairness and justice : such desire is analogous
sensation. ¢, the middle part of the scale of sensation’.

That our conduct should be worthy and excellent, is,
as it were, a higher appetite or desire still, and corresponds

to the highest portion of that scale.

Sept. 3, 1864. Byron’s Pool, 8 A. w.

Egence, and difference of egence, are the great facts
of the universe,

! Cf. Exploratio, ch. vL
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We want, first expresses a fact: and what we want
in ‘this view is some particular thing, which may be called
our happiness, but all this possibly, irrespectively of our
feeling.

We want, next expresses our feeling, so far as it goes, want and
of the above fact: what we want in this case again is some the feeling
~ particular thing, more or less correspondent with the above: of want.
our happiness in this case is in the presence of the particular .
thing, and besides this, ig the two satisfactions, the complete
satisfaction of our want-feel, the partial satisfaction, so far
as it goes, of the actual fact of our want.

The subjective feeling of want might be divided into
craving and wish: craving, which is blind, wish, which is
imaginative and more or less intelligent. Mis-craving is
physical disease, mis-wish is mental.

Imaginative wish is, as it were, double: there is un-
easiness with the desire of something to satisfy it, of whatever
therefore will satisfy it: there is imagination of what will
satisfy it, and the consequent wish for this. A great deal
of moral puzzle, intended or involuntary, arises from this
doubleness. People say, ‘That is not the thing you really
wish for:’ meaning, when it is present, it will not satisfy
you ; you will not find it what you expected. .

Egence is the life of the universe: the highest forms of
egence are variously called ‘love’: the lowest are simple ap-
petence, perhaps merely physical.

- When we speak of moral attributes in God, we ascribe to Want or
Him an egence of the highest, but of the most imperious :}g:;f"in
kind: for what are such attributes without other sentient

and moral beings on which they may be exercised? Love

with nothing to fix on—can we imagine a state of greater

defect, imperfection, unhappiness %

Suppose sentient beings created, there is a transfer of
part of this original egence: they want Him, as He wants
them.

As it is, they are created with rich and varied nature,
and with them is a rich unsentient nature as framework to
them: they want each other, and variously want <.

All this egence still again inactionates itself, and keeps
reality alive, and ever still freshly varying.
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There is a principle of conservation of egence like the
mechanical principle of the conservation of force.

Philo- The egence which there is there has always been, the
:1?5333,&“51 great original repository of it being God.

- that has In this same sort of view we might philosophically
:?ﬁ" {,e':r abolish tenses, and say that everything which has been, is.
is now. Absence in time is like absence in space: the absent is

separated from us, and we can only mediately and by effort
be aware of it.

The susceptibility of a thing to be acted upon is as much
Stvauis as the power to act upon it, and both point to a
Svwapss previous to and higher than both.

If we consider time as we do space, and look with an
equal eye along its two directions, we see that what we call
the end is in one view the beginning, and vice versa. Action
proceeding from intelligence has a double beginning or
source; the end or purpose as viewed by the intelligence,
and the force in the agent.

The past and the future both are: the past is the
experienced and already bewilled, which has had' will ex-
pended ‘upon it: the future is the unexperienced and un-
bewslled, but (independent of the manner in which will,
which has to be spent on it, may effect it) it is continuous
like the past, real and certain like it, and only not knowable
by us because there is no experience to connect our intelli-
gence and it.

The future, looked upon as real with a quasi-reality
modifiable by will, is real again in a higher view, inasmuch
as even all that this will will do is contained in the existing
egence, most widely taken.

The two The two great primseval facts are the possibility of good,

primeval o hich is in fact egence, and the fact that God has chosen
(or has been such a being as to choose) to act for this
possibility, to act, that is, morally and rightly, when He
might (or the being in his place might) have acted other~
wise.

There has not been temptation in God to act wrong, but

there has been the presentation of wrong to Him-with the

attendant reasons for it; and it is in the acting nevertheless

right that has consisted His moral choice: and the same
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intellectually, among various courses He has chosen the best,
and therefore has not mistaken or failed.

The original egence of God, which is the source of all
things, is in another word felicificativeness, and this produces
by creation felicificability or the capacity for happiness in
the creature.

G' 3



CHAPTER IIL

GENERAL VIEW OF THE MORAL IDEALS AND OF THE
RELATION BETWEEN THEM.

The sum- THOUGH I have spoken of the ideal good as in one
mom - point of view the noblest of all the ideals, yet from

is the first another, the summum faciendum, that which should
MOT!

idealin be done, is more important still The forming it

orderof  in the mind implies the following things: that

{m» the question, in regard of the conduct of our life,
which most naturally suggests itself, is not so much,
what shall I do, simply, as what should I do, involv-
ing a presumption, or, if we like to call it 8o, an @
priort belief, on our part, which we may variously
express; as by saying, that there exists, in such a
manner as matter of abstract thought can exist, a
course of life which is adapted to us, which belongs
to us, which there is reason we should choose : these
various ways of expression seem to me to mean one
thing, viz. the presumption or belief on our part that
there is a proper course of conduct for us. Thisideal
course of conduct is that to which I shall give the
name of ‘rightness.’

Action however is in the nature of it for a purpose,
and, with certain qualifications, actions which serve
no purpose are wasted. The main feature of the
reasonableness of action is its subserviency to some
purpose : we apply reason to action mainly in order
to make action wuseful, if I may use the word in a
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wide sense, without danger of its being wrested to a
technical or sectarian meaning. ‘Rightness’ may be
called the first moral ideal, because the question,
‘what should I do? comes before the question, ‘what
shall T aim at?’ but this latter very speedily suggests
-itself, possibly without the former, very likely as a
result or kind of interpretation of it. Perhaps the
best word in English to express the ideal purpose or
arm of action is the desirable, though here we must
guard against ambiguity, because the summum
faciendum may be described as that which is desirable
to be done, in a different sense from that in which
‘the desirable’ stands for something to be won,
gained, succeeded in. The ideally desirable is the
70 dyaldv, the bonum or summum bonum of the old
philosophy.
‘ The two ideals played an equally prominent part
in ancient morals, though the second was the more
treated of in philosophical systems, the former ideal
appearing rather in religion and in practical views as
to society and law.

There is another reason why the former of these
ideals should be put first. It not only suggests it- It is also
self first, but it is the simpler. The desirable, or the f,l-.ﬁplest
to be desired, is a much more complicated notion, Borsl
Has it, or has it not, the former ideal mixed with it ?
Is the ‘to be desired’ in any way that which ‘ought’
to be desired? or is it ‘the desired,” with appeal to
human feeling and human history ? or is it ‘the
reasonably desired’ pointing to some other ideal still
for its interpretation ?

Of course, as this latter ideal is more complicated
than the former, so, through being the more concrete
and nearer to life, it may be the more valuable of the
two. But it leads on, in the minds of many, to
another and different ideal. '

3—2
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The sum- Thls is the ideal ¢ happiness as suggested by plea-

bonum,the sure.” I use these words, because the more vague or
fé‘;l’mf:“l general ideal ‘good’ might also be called by the name
compli- of happiness. This third ideal is nearer to fact than
the 3rd, the other two, because pleasure, or at least that of
2:;’;’;;‘;‘;{' which it is intended to express the opposite—pain, is

b7 Plea-  an undoubted fact of actual nature.

The important character of this ideal, that which
has made it enter so largely into all conduct of human
life and all moral philesophy, is this : .that while on
the one side it touches the earth by our actual sensa-
tion of pleasure and pain, so on the other it seems to
go further back than any other and to mount higher,
and to be the only one of all which offers us any
answer to the question, why should anything have
existed at all? or why should there ever have been
any action ? It is an ideal which, while associated
with Epicureanism on the one side, is much associated
with un-Epicurean notiens, as of final causes, on the
other.

Asthe3rd  This last ideal arises from the eoupling of the
}‘}3:.3“"”’ sensible fact of pleasure and pain with the previous
the union jdeal of ‘the desirable.’ The next ideal which I will
ideal with mention, arises rather from the coupling more general
tiomof  observation as to actual fact with the first ideal, or
m",‘s‘lfa ‘that which should be done.’

taral I will call this ideal ‘the natural.” Perhaps it
srises  may be said to take its origin from the union of a

S isti2eal belief in an universal constitution of things, all be-
it o>, longing to all (a belief which I hold to be connected
offict.  with all our ideals, especially the first, and of which
I shall speak at more length hereafter), and of ob-
servation of the particular constitution of things,
especially of man and physical nature. Hence arises
the notion of there being something which man ought

to do, in virtue of his being man, and not something
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different from man : and human nature is estimated in
various manners, with the view of determining this.

The number of ideals which people may form as to Other
the conduct of their life is of course endless. Among
others, which are scarcely less important than those
which have already been noticed, may be mentioned
‘the following :

The fair, or just, is an ideal formed by mixing the The fair.
first, or what ought to be done, with an observational
view of the conflicting interests, and various inter-
relations of men.

The conscientious, or, in other words, the ideal of The con-
a life in which there shall be no self-condemnation, is sclentions.
a mixture of the first ideal with the felt tendency to
self-judgment and to reflection.

I will not however dwell on any more of them :
but will call attention to one thing about them which
is of importance.

Whether such a thing as morality would be con- How these
ceivable, if we were any one of us the solitary sentient ,ge':,lt'},ﬁrf,
being in creation, is a speculation on which we can 8-
hardly enter. We can hardly affirm the contrary ; that man

for we suppose an existence of the Deity, good and s?)llllt.:ry

moral, previous to everything; but I conclude that bu f,::,’;t;
‘we should not consider the affixing moral epithets to

Him in such a position to have any meaning, unless

we supposed in Him the power of terminating this
solitude, and correspondingly, of imagining beings in
regard of whom His moral attributes might be exer-

cised. :

As it is however with us, and so far as we need
conceive it, morality begins to be possible when two
sentient beings, one of whom at least is active, come
into any sort of contact or relation with each ether.

The ideals, as we have hitherto noticed them, take Especial

no account of this consideration, which is quite as im- 2Pt
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this eon-  portant in morality as any of them, whether the action
;';d;':;m" (say the will and choice determining the action) and

tothe 2nd the good or purpose of the action, are in the same

ideals.  being, or in different ones.

This consideration is so important, that, in respect
of the ideals which have any relation to good or pur-
pose, it splits each into two, the good of ourselves,
and good that is not ours, and similarly as regards
happiness and utility.

On the I proceed now, in reference to these ideals, to
oo consider how far it is possible to find the line of con-

ideal b7 duct (or any line of conduct) to which they point :
and first, how far there is any advantage in explain-
ing or interpreting any one of them by another.

(1) No ad- On these subjects it seems to me that there are

madeby two maxims which we may take: which I will state
mere ex-

change of bt first generally, subject to some qualification : the
g;n::hm one, that hy converting one ideal into another, or

there i B interpreting one by another, we make no step, and

approach- get no forwarder in knowledge : the other, that where
{8 nearet we do advance in knowledge by fixing an ideal, or
thero ia converting it into something pa.rta.kmg of fact, obser-

E;lt;?dms vation and experience, we must bear in mind that it
ideality, loses its ideal character, more or less, and that it
becomes subject to a variety of difficulties, which

attach to everything belonging thus to fact and
experience.

These Both these maxims may be illustrated by the

maxims

illustrated passage from the second ideal to the third, i.e. from

Y aee the ‘summum bonum’ to the principle of (so called)
from o utility or happiness.
g‘m’; b This latter involves, as we have seen, a mixture

bappiness, of the ideal with matter-of-fact or observation : so far
as this is so, we make a step of thought, true or false,
in the forming it. What I wish to remark is, that so
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far as we keep to an ideal charaeter in respect of it,
we gain nothing by changing the second ideal into it:
and so far as we do gain by getting hold of tangible
or actual matter to go on, we come into difficulties
which previously we were free from.

I am not meaning by this to make a charge
~against this ideal, or semi-ideal :*for what I am
saying, by way of illustration of it, is true of any
change from a higher region of ideality to a lower.

Happiness, in the ideal region, is an exceedingly
vague term, as was the Greek ebdawpovia, of which it
may be called a translation, and when we say that
happiness is what all creatures desire, or that the
general happiness is what all ought to aim at, no one
will dispute with us. By saying here happiness,
instead of the desirable or the summum bonum, we
have made no way.

But if we want, in these two propositions, for
instance, to mean more than this, or to fix the term
happiness, and understand what it contains or applies
to, we do indeed begin to make way in thought, but
we begin also to experience the friction or resistance
which, as soon as we move, actuality opposes to us.

Pleasure and pain, as we feel them, and happiness
(if by this term we mean, not the ideal above men-
tioned, but agreeable feeling in life; if we can con-
ceive this as a sort of whole in the life of each, very
variable of course in degree in the life of one and of
another), are matters of exceedingly difficult observa-
tion. The above propositions, as soon as we pass from
ideal to fact, no longer even approximate to self-
evident truth. Let us try, for instance, to deal with
pleasures as we deal with plants, to dissect them first,
and then to classify, define and describe them, as thus
examined. We shall find that it is & very small
minority of our actions which are done in order to
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pleasure as thus describable : they are done for an
infinity of motives into which pleasure only enters as
one. Take then the proposition, All creatures act for
happiness. As soon as we begin to mean anything by
happiness beyond the meaning which the proposition
itself gives the term (beyond, that is, the notion that
it is that for which all creatures act), the proposition
begins to mean something definite indeed, which isan
advance, but at the same time to lose all its self-
evidence and generality : it becomes a question to be
examined and tested, a question which probably we
shall only be able to answer affirmatively in a very
qualified acceptation of its various terms.

by Aris. In the long line of controversy which makes up the

according history of moral philosophy, it appears to me that

lojiue” there are two things of prime importance to be

an
Btoical  obgerved : the one how far, in any portion of it, there

eol:fdeinaé:to is advance of thought, or only the changing, in our

mstwre”  conception, of one ideal for another. This latter is
‘not entirely useless or unmeaning, as we shall see:
still the ideals are of value in regard to conduct, and
advance in moral philosophy is in applying them to
life, and finding the actual line of conduct which they
indicate. Forinstance : was it any advance in thought
for the Stoics to say that the summum bonum was a
life according to nature, or is the one of these ideals
as difficult to fix and apply as the other? Or was it
any advance in thought for Aristotle to say that
happiness was a life according to virtue, or do we find
that we have no clearer notion of happiness through
knowing this about it? I only give these questions
as instances, without prejudging the answers.

The next thing to be watched in moral contro-
versy is, whether, when it does make an effort to
advance, it keeps itself clear of confusion between the
fact and the ideal. For example : a happy life is the
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name which we give to the sort of life which we
should any of us wish tolive. And, again, we observe
in fact, that riches make some men what we call happy,
fame others, and so on. Here we have happiness as
conceived and as experienced. But the passage in
thought between the two is through a region some-
what similar to Satan’s way between Pandemonium
and earth, a region in which fact and imagination
blend into something without value in either direc-
tion. We are trying, we will say, to demonstrate as
a proposition of experience, that people act for
pleasure, and if there seems to be any doubt about it,
we are at once disconcerted with the response : O, but
you see it must be pleasure, or else people would not
act upon it.



CHAPTER 1IV.

THE IDEALS ARE NOT MERE IMAGINATION.

Isthis IT would appear from what has been stated in a
forming of previous chapter that Moral Philosophy -cannot
“’°'°‘h‘“’ } possibly, as regards the higher and more meortant
portlons of it, be considered an inductive science.
But, it may be said, in regard to this portion of it
which is not thus positive or inductive, is it anything
other than a mere imagination? Of course, in our
imagination, we may form any ideals we please: but
is this anything other than a sort of poetry or dream-
Theimagi- ing? is it even philosophy, not to say science ? It is
e difficult to know on which side one should take
of ldeals hold of a question like this. Some writers have

gﬁ?&’; considered moral sentiments to be much akin to
valuoof esthetic sentiments, a fact which I have before
the imagi- . 11uded to in speaking of the term xalés. Those

nation is
upheld 88 o} take this view would not disclaim their par-

E?rgzl;tfl;e taking largely of an imaginative character, and would
intelli- Dot think them on that account the less subjects for |
8%%  a real philosophy. The general question, to which
this question of the nature of the moral ideals is
closely subordinate, of the relation of imagination or
poetry to matter of fact, conception or judgment, is
of itself a large and difficult one. Without entering
upon it here more than can be helped, I may just
express my. opinion, that the distinction ordinarily
made between reason and imagination is entirely
fallacious. So far as they represent different things,

they are not, in my view, contrasted with each. other,
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but are intimately connected, and mutually helpful.
I look upon imagination as the active portion of the
intelligence, that in which the life of the intelli-
gence consists, and from which, as the intelli-
gence advances, new deposits are ever made of actual
knowledge, which thenceforward loses a portion of
its interest, and becomes for some purposes dead.
Certain portions however of what - the imagination
presents to us will never crystallize into this actual
knowledge ; while yet, it seems to me, they are not
merely worthless or chimerical. It is the main
purpose of poetry, taken in the widest sense of the
word, to express such imagination, which possesses a
truth no less real,—it may be more real,—than
actual knowledge; the difference simply being that
this truth is not put together into a whole, and
looked at from all sides, so to speak, as truth is in
knowledge. In poetry we see a number of partial
views, which we cannot harmonize and totalize or
bring into a whole: this leaves such truth as there
is, better in one way than the truth which is em-
bodied in knowledge, because less handled about by
the human intellect—more fresh, as it were : still the
effort of the intellect is ever after the gaining of
definite knowledge, and imagination is the way to
the gaining it, while such portion of the matter of
imagination as is not or cannot be thus definitized
remains as poetry. '

Let us suppose then, to begin with, that the Compari.
moral ideals are pure matters of imagination—some- theso )
thing which people take into their heads, with %ﬁm
nothing at all about them of the nature of science. schemes.
Men set before themselves schemes of all kinds:
one man dreams of the building of a church, another
of making a fortune, Alexander of conquering the
world, Columbus of sailing across the ocean to
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Cathay: so one person forms in his mind, as the
ideal purpose or rule of his action, the notion of
promoting the greatest happiness of the greatest
possible number; another that of acting in such a
way that he shall never feel self-condemnation or
remorse, and so for other ideals. The more general
ideals may be formed either by themselves, or in
companionship with the less general and nearer
ones. Thus, a man may either simply dream in
general that there is an ideal ‘what he should do,’ or
duty, which is nearly the same thing as having the
notion of his action being of importance; or, (in
respect, for instance, of the ideal greatest happiness,)
he may add, to his imagination of acting in order to
this, the further imagination of its being well that he
should do this, of its being the proper thing for him
to do, &c.

Theideals It will probably readily suggest itself that (on

shitmy this view) the point at which imagination has to

orindi- pass into moral philosophy is where a man begins to
talk about his ideal to others as something which
belongs to them as well as to himself. In respect of
Bentham, I have said, that, in his feeling so strongly,
as apparently he did, that the promoting the greatest
happiness was what he and others should do, he
seemed to confess the intuitivism, or whatever he
would call it, which he so strongly disclaimed. When
pressed, he might say that he had no feeling that
this was what he should do, in the sense of its
being fit, proper, incumbent on him, but only that
this was what he chose to make his ideal of the work
of life, as Alexander made ks conquering the world,
and that he constructed his system of eudsemonics
with a view of aiding those who might form the
same ideal. No one however can really think that
when ideals as to what is to be done are formed in
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that they are formed. Neither Bentham, nor any
man in earnest about life ever said, Well, this is my
way of thinking: you take yours. The same force
which makes a man form, with any earnestness, an
ideal like this for himself, makes him also feel, that
it is what ought to be the ideal of all, and makes
him teach and preach it as such. The first ideal,
that of the faciendum, or what should be done, is
thus present in its full force: and it is this special
‘circumstance about it, that he mnot only has the
ideal himself, but that he feels himself entitled to
urge it upon others, which makes it evidently pre-
sent to him not as a mere individual imagination, but
as— I will not say what, but evidently something
which is neither mere imagination nor mere matter
of experiencel.

However much then we may suppose these mora] They ne-
cessaril;
ideals, as men form them, to be simple imaginations involve
the notion

or dreams, we cannot, in our supposition, keep them so. of the
Men will not only form ideals for themselves, but sblate
judge about those of others, and try to urge their be’
own upon others; that is, the notion of the ab-
solute ‘should be’ will come in. And this ‘should
be’ really means that there exists reason why one
(whatever it may be) of these ideals is better °
than another: otherwise comparing them, or urging
our own upon others, is unmeaning. Actually,
moral philosophy may be said to have existed from

! 1 am not sure that this is quite satisfactory. The difference
spoken of seems to me not to lie in the actions recommended, but in
the persons who recommend them. An enthusiastic person urges his
hobbies on every one else, whether it be te buy his favourite wines, or
read his favourite books, not with an idea of their being morally incum-
bent, but because he is social, and fond of sympathy, perhaps fond of
power. On the other hand, a man may have strong convictions as to
what is right or wrong for himself, but be very little of a proselytizer,
and shrink from urging any course upon others.—Ep.
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the earliest dawn of human reflection, and to have
existed in virtue of man’s recognition, by reflection,
that he does form in himself an ideal of something,
as what he should do : moral philosophy is his process
of discovering this. But when, in later times, any-
one chooses to say that we do not form such an ideal,
but that this is merely one particular imagination
among others ; still, moral philosophy, kept out for a
time, comes in afterwards in the way above men-
tioned : we cannot, more than for a momentary hypo-
thesis or by a mental force upon ourselves, look on
these moral ideals as dreams.

Theideals ~ Lhe moral ideals then are certain dreams or

Dare thelr imaginations of the human race, which we cannot

Ef::::m:f ™ look at without recognizing them as something more
forming than dreams, though what more, moral philosophy
something finds it hard to tell us. They lie in the middle
non-exist- oround between imagination and knowledge of fact :

e oy but they are best approached from the side of imagina-
be mad  tion, for this reason—that, though they unite them-
;ﬂ?::é ‘selves with fact, and lead to fact, and spring indeed
indirectly from fact themselves, yet their ¢mmediate

rise is not from fact, but, if I may so speak, from
absence of fact. We have them in virtue of our

active nature :—I do not mean this as an explanation

* of these, for we might say in the same way that our

active nature means little more than that we have

ideals, these and others—but I mean this : our active

nature is turned towards the non-existent, to bring it

(if we may say it, that is, something) into existence ;

and these ideals are, as it were, the shadows of various
existenoces in this non-existent. This seems abstract ;

but the thing itself is simple enough: experience,

. and all its sciences are concerned with what we have,

with what is in some way present : moral philosophy

is concerned with what we want, with the absent.
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Experience is all a growth from our sensations of
something as present to us: moral philosophy is a
growth from our sensation—such sensation as we can
have—of something as absent from us. This sensation
of something as absent from us is, in fact, the imagi-
nation of an ideally desirable. Without this quasi-
sensation of the absent, no sensation of the present
would lead to action. This quasi-sensation might
be sensation and nothing more: might point to
nothing, and indicate no objective reality : then the
moral ideals would be, as we have just been supposing,
simple imaginations : in this respect this sensation is
on a par with all sensation: it is quite conceivable
that our sensation of the present might have no
objective ground, and might be all imagination. In
any case, this quasi-sensation of the absent, whatever
objective validity it may have, has probably its own
conditions, laws, meaning (however we may express
it), like the sensations which we call experiences:
if things were otherwise constituted than they are,

if we were otherwise constituted than they are, -

we should idealize otherwise than we do. "As I
understand intuitive morality, it means (in this view)
simply the taking account of, or attributing im-
portance to, these wants, these action-stirring ideals,
of our spiritual (i e. our thinking and feeling) nature.
There are, I suppose, different forms of this intuitiv-
ism: though what those who use the word mean by
it, is rather their business than mine. But, in any
case, the want as sensation (the reader will remember
what 1 have said before about want) may be regarded
as the farthest point to-which we can go in recogniz-
ing fact: then the disposition to form these ideals
will be considered a part of our nature, in the same
way in which ordinary sensationis. Or, we may go
beyond the sensation, and consider that want, as
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sensation argues want as fact in the same way as the
sensation of hunger is a sign of an emptiness of the
stomach : so far as we do this, we come upon a set of
facts which depend upon our qua.si-sensation of the
absent, or upon our non-experience. Nor is there
anything unreasonable in this. If we were removed
into a world where there was no atmosphere, we
should have a sensive absentation (the converse of
presentation) which would speedily kill us. We
should have an imaginational knowledge, or a quasi-
sensation, of atmosphere, by its necessity to us. Of
all possible things, there is a triple division, so far as
we are concerned : into the things which we have, or
which are present ; the things which we want (quibus
egemus), but which in whatever way we require or
should be the better for; and into the things which
we have not (quibus caremus) without its being of
importance to us whether we have them or not. It
is evident, that with regard to all the second class,
there is a link between us and them which might be
converted into a knowledge of them, without our
having them: they are in a relation with us to
which at any time our consciousness might be di-
rected, and then there would be sensation of them as
absent.
Thesctive  The moral ideals thus represent the great and
our nature higher wants of our nature, which wants, as I have
o 18 said, may either be simple imaginations, or may indi-
ideals, 32 cate want as fact, i.e. make us acquainted with fact

the sensive

sidein-  beyond experience. Wants, corresponding to some-
orms us M . s

of an  thing tobe done or gained, are the necessary furniture
external

universe. Of our active nature, as sensive capacities, correspond-
ing to something perceivable, are of our intellectual
nature. 'We should be as badly off without a work
to do as without a world to live in. And we may

fairly consider, that when in virtue of our nature to
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which it bears a relation, we conceive our, as yet un-
performed but ideal, work ; there is as much reason,
though it is of a different kind, for this conception, as
there is for our conception, in virtue of the same
nature, of the world in which we are.

Moral - philosophy is thus concerned with that
which zs not as well as with that which s, and more
immediately. How to observe the actual so as to
learn from it what is that complement of the actual
which our action may produce, and which will be
something gained to the actual and make it better,
this is the main problem of ethics.

Our nature is one, and of course feeling and action On the
are concerned together: and in the same way, the import:
things which are not (if again I may say so) are of therela-
no importance to us, except as related to the things tween the
that are; but then, in the same way still, the things and the
which are are of comparatively little importance to gxistent.
us, except in relation to the things that are not. It
is as a pre-condition or aid to action that knowledge
has its prime value:-and action, as we have seen,
is determined by wants; not by presence of anything,
but by absence of it.

But besides being thus based on the fact of our The ideals
wants, the moral ideals are distinguished from mere Jacsal
imagination from the fact that they are eminently gty -
practical, and guide more or less the conduct of all, the con-
even of those who do not intellectually value them. of those
Take for instance an “esprit, positif,’ one who professes T p
to be guided by experience alone ; meaning by ex- knowledge
perience, all that constitutes what is called positive theory.
knowledge. Such experience is only an extension of
our own individual sensations, as the perception of
gravitation is only a more complicated case of the
same thing as our sensation of distance. It might be
difficult, if we looked closely, to understand how

4
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sensation of itself can lead to action at all ; even the
impulse to relieve ourselves of any pain which we feel,
presents something beyond sensation, viz. the rudi-
ments of our active nature. But this is not what I
want to speak of. In any case, sensation can suggest
no action which goes beyond our own relief. Prac-
tical conclusions from sensations can go no further,
legitimately, than sensation itself, and can never make
us leave ourselves. It is quite possible indeed, that
we may feel by sympathy the troubles of others, and
for self-relief may relieve them; in fact, that we may
carry out this relief of others, in order to self-relief,
into a system : but we have still not got beyond self,
and cannot do so. Toe the man of matter-of-fact or
of sense, so far as he is true te himself in being so, dis-
interestedness is thus a practical echimera exactly in,
the same manner, and to the same extent, as moral
ideals are an intellectual one. And to the extent to
which he is disinterested or public-spirited, which in
practice he is likely enough to be, he is admitting as
a ground of action something exactly of the same
nature as that which, intellectually, he will not admit
as a reality. The moral ideals of which I have
spoken, are what the man of matter-of-fact acts upon,
and must act upon: they have therefore the same
reality as human life, the reality of applicability, and
even necessary application, to action: and if we call
that which has this character visionary, I do not
know what we are to call real. If this is visionary,
there has been no greater visionary in modern times
than Bentham, with his ideal which we have spoken
of. I think, then, that the positivist, in dealing with
morals, is intellectually wrong because he is practi-
cally right ; that what he admits for practice he ought
intellectually to admit as real ; that it is foolish to
pride himself upon keeping to matter-of-fact against
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others as visionaries, when what he is really doing is
only applying his matter-of-fact principles to the
details of that which, in the substance or main charac-
ter of it, is more thoroughly visionary in him than
it is in others : it is the business of moral philosophy
to see if it cannot harmonize practical and intellectual
views at least a little more than this.

This practical reality is by some philosophers A]ilowins
considered to be the kind of reality specially belong- tical eal-
ing to what I have called the moral ideals; and if it ﬁpm‘
is inferior in kind, or as reality, to speculative or their intel
intellectual reality, it is so far superior to it, that it lidity.
is a kind of reality actually attainable or appreciable
by us, which the true speculative or intellectual
reality is only in a very small degree, according to
the philosophers I have referred to.

But, further than this, I shall endeavour to shew Other
that moral phllosophy, in this its ideal or intuitivist fiyheidng
character, is not merely visionary, by remarking a 'he reality
little on the degree to which it is fruitful, on the ideals.
degree to which it is self-consistent, and on the
degree to which the manner in which the mind pro-

- ceeds in it bears an analogy to the way in which it
proceeds intellectually.

Moral philosophy in its ideal character, or the They lead
h]gher portion of aretaics, is not a science, but is an fatper
art in the manner which we have seen, or a true 'rubsnd
philosophy, not in itself inductive, but setting in them-
action, and giving interest to, various sciences which subordi-
are inductive, and which are therefore capable of all Jaie.i™
the progress of which physical science is capable. sciences,
The only progress possible in this higher portion of
moral philosophy is greater clearness of view, firmer
hold in the mind of the principles it deals with, and
happier expression of them. It is idle to suppose
that any increase of experience can shew men, more

4—2
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certainly than they have known it from the first',
that they ought to be public-spirited rather than
selfish, just rather than unjust, kind rather than
cruel. Yet there is room for consideration in respect
of these things which men ought to be: room for a
philosophy about them, though not for an inductive
science. And there is abundant room for observa-
tion and for various methodical lines of consideration,
which we may call inductive sciences, in carrying out
the particulars of that which moral thought only
vaguely suggests in the imperfect outline. If moral
philosophy is the art of living as we should, as is best
for us, as we were intended to live, as our nature
indicates to us, happy with a rightly conceived
happiness, or in whatever other way we may express
the ideal ; and of doing what we can, according to our
circumstances, to help others to do the same ; then it
is clear that to carry out this well may absorb any
amount of observation, methodized and generalized,
as to what we are, and what we feel, and what we
take pleasure in, and what others feel, and much
besides : nobody can doubt that with the advance of
experience, moral philosophy may progress infinitely
in these respects; but its ideals are what they were
in the time of Plato, and never can be different.

Dot o There is an aretaics of observation, to which be-

nio and longs the observation of dispositions and of character,

#¥  as to eudeemonics belongs the study of pleasures and
of pains. And there are other subsidiary sciences, or
inductive branches, of moral philosophy, of which I
shall have to speak : but I think that for the present

1 ‘From the first’ is rather ambiguous. Lower down the time of
Plato is specified as a time in which the moral ideals were the same as
at present. This of course is only true of the most general ideals; the
author would not have denied the influence of Christianity in modifying
the subordinate ideals. See Exam. of Util. Phil. p. 293.—Ebp.
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enough has been said as to the existence, in the ideals
of moral philosophy, of such reality as is indicated by
fruitfulness.

But do the ideals of moral philosophy point to
any one course of conduct ? and when I say that it is
the parent, or mistress, of various subsidiary sciences,
are these sciences in harmony with each other ? '

‘When the so-called intuitivism of moral phllosophy They point
is disliked, it is perhaps with the notion that, how- course of
ever we may form the ideals, and talk of a summum conduct.
bonum, a summum faciendum, virtue, duty, or any
such ideal, we shall be unable, with any satisfactori-
ness, to fix these ideals anywhere, or find any particu-
lar course of conduct to which they point. We may
understand the notion of a summum bonum, or of
there being a right thing to do, perfectly, and allow
that the notion suggests itself to us, perhaps most
vividly : but what is the good, we may say, of its
doing so, if we cannot find what the summum bonum
or the right conduct is; or if we find that our
different ideals seem to point to different sorts of
conduct ? We want, we may say, to promote both our
own good, and the good of others : but, upon the best
consideration we can give, it does not seem to be the
same course of conduct which will promote both : are
these ideals other than a hopeless puzzle ?

On these points something has been said already
and more will be said hereafter, but for the present
I shall stop here, going on in the next chapter with
the subject of the analogy between the mental pro-
cedure in the case of these ideals and of intellectual
perception.



CHAPTER V.2

ON THE ANALOGY BETWEEN THE INTELLECTUAL
' AND THE MORAL IDEALS.

m o THERE are two views of knowledge, either of which,
percsp- a8 it appears to me, we may take, but which we
o ™" cannot, by any means that I can see, bring together.
theor-  That there is a dualism in knowledge, a bringing
view which together of two members, subject and object, is
;?&%“:.f;“ commonly understood; but the point in which I
subjeet  differ from most philosophers, is that I do not
and in the jmagine it possible for us, in one view of knowledge,

object . .

spart from to conceive both of the two members possessing qua-

*ehother Lities of any kind. This looks abstract, but the thing
that I mean is exceedingly simple : suppose we are
looking at a prospect: there are undeniably two
members of what is going on, ourselves and the
prospect. This dualism we cannot get over; we are
certain that there is a subject, our perceiving selves
(or the perceiving something), and the perceived
something, the universe we will call it. But to
which side of the dualism belongs all that is inter-
mediate between the perceiving subject and the
perceived object, this is to me an insoluble problem.
We are composed of bodies, which, as I may roughly
but intelligibly express it, are half subjective and
half objective, half ourselves and half not ourselves:

1 On the view of Perception here given compare Exploratio Philo-
sophica and Mr Shadworth Hodgson’s Space and Time, and Theory of
Practice—EDb.
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and philosophers, extending in an unauthorized
manner this supposition which is good in its place,
have endeavoured to embrace, in a single view of
knowledge, properties of the subject and properties of
the object—a thing which seems to me not possible.
They have spoken of powers (we will say) of the
subject meeting or appreciating qualities of the
object; but we can never, on any satisfactory grounds,
make this distinction. If the subject has powers, Kaowledge
possibly all that takes place is in virtue of powers of :’;;:,,?e
the subject; the subject, by its powers, converts into ‘;"1:;":““
an object of knowledge something which, independent uaiverse
of the exercise of these powers upon it, is—we know oritis
not what, a mere rude material of knowledge: if on i
the other hand, the obJect has qualities, there is no xzﬁ?"
need to suppose powers in the subject; powers in universo
the subject would then, so far as they were exercised,
be making the object something different from what it
really is. Knowledge is either a standing by and gazing,
on our part, on a universe with qualities, (in which
case we exercise no powers upon it; ¢ is the same
whether we are gazing upon it or whether we do not
exist:) or it is a thinking, on our part, in a particular
way, which we call our understanding or intellectual
nature, about something which has to us no other
nature or existence except what we thus think about
it: in this case the universe exercises no influence
upon us except to give occasion to our thought.

Of the above views both are incomplete: both In the one

truth
what we may call ‘abstractionsl.’” They are each ofis is things

them a portlon of the whole fact as surd or insoluble. mgpiﬁse;

In the former, in which difference, chara,cter, quality, 2‘;‘;’1‘:::20

nature, of things is supposed to be in the object, thetr
truth of knowledge consists in this, that, what im- being, in
presses itself upon us as this difference, character, &c. tan "

Y Exploratio, p. 2, 83. gzglh;lhng
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is really such, and not a something different from
this. The question, How is it that this, or any-
thing, impresses itself upon us at all? is one which
in this point of view must not be touched on: we
are bystanders, looking on at the drama or phantas-
magoria of nature, and must direct our view to that,
not to ourselves: if we direct our view to ourselves,
there only arises an inextricable confusion; but of
course, in the other case, our own nature, that which
enables us to be bystanders of this kind, remains a
surd or insoluble.

In the latter view, dlﬁ'erence character, quahty,
nature, of things (as we are compelled to say in
language, for language in general goes upon ‘the
former view), is not in the things, but is difference
of our thought about—the things, again we must
say, with the same caution as to language as before,
for the things, on this view, are not things except in
virtue of our thinking of them: and perhaps here
we have a witness to the occasional Berkeleyanism
of language in the derivation of thing from think.
The difference on this view is suggested, we are not
considered to know how : whether by something in
the rude matter, or by some agency entirely dif-
ferent from it: which agency may even supersede
the necessity of supposing any rude matter.

Truth in this latter view is in the thinking
rightly about things: and that which in this view is
left surd and insoluble is on the side of the thing:
it is the ¢nform matter, the logical subject of our
thought, of which, or perhaps of some unknown
agency which we mentally substitute for it or com-
bine with it, we predicate all that makes the differ-
ence or quality of things. ,

Very constantly, however, efforts have been made
to analyse our knowledge into two portions, a portion .
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contributed by our mind, and a portion by the object to intui-

or universe : and when it has been said of anything, 1:1;::]: .
that it is intuitive or intuitivist, what has been [istke
meant is, that it is somethmg not given us by ex- g;og!:
perience, but something coming in this manner from view of

our mind. It will be seen from what I have said, fon ©
that this kind of distinction between experience and
what we will call mental creation or mental addition
to experience, is one which I do not recognize.
I do however recognize a very great difference
between different kinds of what, according to the
view taken, I should call the impressions of the
universe upon us or our thoughts about the universe,
and it is of this nature. '
Every operation of mind appears to me to be, if The varied

we look at it from the side of the intellect, intel- gagom

lectual, if we look at it from the side of the universe, ;":g':;"
sensile. Colours, smells, and tastes, make an impres- and ol:ieot
sion upon us by means of the passive nerves of feeling exhibited,
through "which we communicate with the chemical E%eie:
constitution of bodies : relations of space and force, Jf sensa-
i.e. figures and distances and different degrees of active, in
hardness of bodies, make an impression upon us by Sotell
means of the active nerves of locomotion and pressure ; &

an impression in fact upon our will: and there is
something in bodies besides, which it seems may
similarly be described as making an impression upon

us, though not by means of any nerves—a simply
intellectual impression,—and that is, their unity,
reality, thinghood, existence. The nature of this,

and of other notions connected with it, I cannot here
inquire into : but it will be understood that a thing

is made a thing, is made what it is, by something

more than the fact of its having a particular figure

and colour: in our notlcmg, recognizing, indivi-
dualizing it, we understand in it something beyond
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anything which we can taste or handle, a Aoyos,
raison d’étre, or however we may describe it. It is
in virtue of this that we ordinarily notice it : in other
words, this is what in the highest degree impresses
itself upon us.

All that I have described here as sensation or
impression might have been described from the op-
posite point of view as thought. Certain feelings of
our own, more or less of pleasure and pain, suggest
to us something beyond ourselves : we, by our under-
standing, interpret this something which they suggest
into what we then call a coloured body, with a parti-
cular form or figure and with a unity, reality, reason,
of its own.

It will be seen that in all this I recognize a
gradation, what I should call a regular scale of

tion shows gensation or of ml;e].hgence1 What I differ from is,

attribut-
ing the
higher

part of the

scale to

the lower
to the
object.

the saymg that what is in the higher part of this
scale is given by the mind, while what is in the
lower is given by the object or universe. "If colour
and figure are in the object, then all the properties
of the object, of every kind, abstract as they may be,
are in itself, and are not mere thoughts of ours about
it: it makes its impression upon us, or makes itself
felt by us, with and by means of all its properties
alike, abstract and concrete, ideal and material. If
the more abstract properties of the object are given
to it by us, or are something we think about it, then
colour and space also are something which we think
about it, except that in using the word it our
language slips under our feet; for we make it what
it is by thus thinking about it: what we think
about it is something which becomes ¢¢ in virtue of
our thinking about it.

I feel no objection to the calling what is in the

! Bee Exploratio, ch. vi.
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higher part of the scale of sensation or thought ideas,
in contradistinction to what is in the lower as mere
sensations, if only it is understood that both together
belong either to the mind, or to the object: it is
probably past our power to determine which.

And the moral ideals, in my view, stand to the Corre.
sensation of pleasure and pain, considered simply t this por-
and in itself, in the same relation in which percep- ®Plioral |
tions belonging to the hlgher part of the perceptional isa mg;“l
scale, or what I have just called ideas, stand to per- higher
ceptions of the lower part, or what I have just w‘ﬁ?ﬂ'ﬁ:‘
called mere sensations: which are sensations also of 2% %%
pleasure and pain, but in which the pleasure or pain the lower.
is not the thing noticed, but serves only to set the
perceptive or interpretative intellect in motion. The
moral ideals, as formed or grasped by the mind, are
not less real, or more subjective, than the bare sen-
sations of pain or of pleasure.

Becurring to the instance or example which I Diustra.
took some time since: it appears to me, that the :ﬁ’: t,‘,’;""
feeling about pain, that it is what should not be Jen
inflicted on others. (in which feeling the ideal ‘should
be,” or rightness, comes in with all its force), is one
that suggests itself as naturally and necessarily, as
that it is a thing to be shrunk from or avoided by our-
selves. No doubt, the latter is what is called an in-
stinctive sensation, the former is a highly refined idea,
and they belong in this way to different points of a
scale: but I see no reason for calling the one imagina-
tion, and the other reality. The first again requires
a development of thought, it would appear, for its
possibility : there is the notion of ‘others’; there is
the notion, how pain could be inflicted upon them,
which how could the infant, who nevertheless in-
stinctively shrinks himself from pain, possibly have ?

I say nothing here about the time at which ideas
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first come into distinction. Quite independently of
this, pain seems to me to be thought of by us, or to
impress itself upon us (whichever manner of expres-
sion we like to use), in two distinct manners: as
what is unpleasant to be borne, and as what should
not be inflicted. I look upon both of these characters,
not one only, as constituting what we may call the
natural or instinctive definition of pain. And as the
one is the fruitful axiom from which flows eude-
monics, so is the other one main axiom from which
flows aretaics.

I see no reason, then, why we should consider
this notion, that we should not inflict pain, a mere
imagination, while we consider the unpleasantness
of pain a fact.

Trath,the  To go back now to what was said above as to the
i'.‘,?inﬁ:;l, double view of knowledge: the intellectual ideal,"
iakes t%0 viz. truth, has correspondingly one or other of two
respond- characters: it is either rightness of thought, think-

o wiows i ing as we should about what we think of, which

':fol;fmp' is plainly an ideal: or it is, on the other view, things

Bis z.f';“ making an impression on us as they are, according to

tandum’  their rea.hty or proper being. This ideal of reality

trus b, Or being, 70 dvrws ov, as the first to which the term

‘idea’ was attached, has been written about till one

might suppose nothing fresh could be said about it,

but with an ever-recurring growth of new termino-

logy it revives and revives again. On the absolute,

the relative, and the positive, the principal terms

which now enter into the discussion, I hope to speak
another time'.

To thess. The two high intellectual ideals thus, or the two
1

related the NOtions of truth, are these, the cogitandum and the
sub-ideals, contemplation of real being: but truth, so far as it
iscom- comes actually within our grasp, does so in virtue of

monly
1 S8ee Appendix at the end of the Volume.
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ideals, if they may be called such, much lower and believed,
nearer to us. ;‘";,i;’c“ ich

Truth, as we come actually to grasp it, has two ties!
characters, which with slight exaggeration we might
describe thus ; that it is that which is generally con-
sidered ; that it is that which is practical, or will
answer in practice.

‘What sort of notion of truth we should have, if we The
were, any one of us, the solitary being in creation, is el
not quite easy to tell. As I have already made this 507 fom
SllppOSlthD once, and may possibly do the like that man
again, it may be expedient here to say a word on natiro
the nature of such suppomtwns soclal.

The practice of supposing things other than they Diustra-
are, or events to have happened otherwise than g, mtmn

as they have happened, is much derided by some, imagiaed

of
and condemned by others. The genera.l reason why ;:::I;nte
it has been derided and condemned is from a notion, sohtuda
Use an

more belongmg to the last century than this, that japger of
imagination is a ‘forward delusive faculty’? which St ime
has nothing to do with religion, philosophy, or
science. I hold an opinion exactly the reverse of
this, and consider that we can only so far be taken
to have intellectual grasp of a thing, a fact, or a
sequence of facts, as we are able to compare it
with. other (imagined) things, facts, or sequences,
which, - consistently with many of its conditions,
might have been instead of it. There is, however,
one real impropriety in suppositions of this kind,
which makes necessary much care in the using them.
It is this. We have no business to isolate any one
thing in the universe from other things which have
relation to it, and to suppose ¢ other than it is,

! Butler's Analogy,1 1. “ As we are accustomed from our youth up
to indulge that forward delusive faculty (imagination), ever obtruding
beyond its sphere, of some assistance indeed to apprehension, but the
author of all error,” &c.

-
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without making corresponding suppositions (and
where shall we stop?) as to them. If we do so, we
are not .simply making a different state of things
from that which is, but we are making an incongruous
state of things. Still, if we keep this fact in mind,
and correct in our imagination accordingly, the
making the suppositions is not likely to deceive us,
and is often very useful.

Man What I have meant here to convey will, I think,
ﬁﬁ:"t be at once seen in reference to this particular sup-
thinking

sociall, Position, that we were, any one of us, the solitary
being in creation. That each one of us is a social
being means a great deal more than that he is an
individual of the genus man, living with other in-
dividuals of the same genus, talking with them,
and pursuing common purposes with them. He is
social to the bottom of his mind, and each one of his
faculties is different from that which it would be, if
it was not part of his nature to associate himself.
He thinks socially, and cannot think otherwise : and
so far as, by a solitude inappropriate to his nature,
he is thrown out of actual companionship, he is like
a'man deprived of his legs or anything which ought
to be his: there is feeling of want, painful effort, and
more or less supply of what is wanted from some
other source in the system.

Andideal ~ One part of our intellectual sociality is, that so

trith . far as we think what we think, in our own view,

eﬁ:c"l‘: for truly, we think it what I will call generally: I mean,
o being we think it not as for our own intelligence only, but
thinking a8 for a supposed general intelligence : we consider
i Tueh that we are in sympathy or communion of thought
:]’;li:gd(;:l‘)_ with all who think on the same subject, so far as we

and they come up to the ideal truth. And we verify

our thought accordingly. That is, the ideal truth

becomes fixed or actualized to us, in one way, by
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its being the way of thinking in which we and others
unite. Or, to use other words, we form a lower and
nearer ideal of truth, in considering it the com-
munion of intelligences.

The other sub-ideal of truth which I mentioned The nd
is its applicability to action, its holding good for :;Pﬁ":
every variety of our sensive capacity. Of this, and of bilty to

action.
the connexion of our active and intellectual natures, A false

sub-ideal
I hope to speak again, and also of another falsely the latest
assigned sub-ideal, test, or character of truth, viz belie.
that, viewing the course of the thought of collective

man, his latest judgnents are, at any given moment,

to be considered as truer than his earlier ones.

I shall now try to observe what is the state of
our mind in regard to these ideals of truth, and shall
compare this with our state of mind in reference to
the moral ideals.

All advance, or attempt at advance, in knowledge The sub-
is a search after the true, and a search in which p,:zltmuy
we are very imperfectly successful. With regard to gg;izl‘l’:‘
what we come to know, we can give but a very butthey
1mperfect account of what we mean by saying that it their
is true, and why we are certain of it. If some power and

Berkeley asks us how we know that any external i it were

thing at all exists, we can only answer in fact, that %ﬁﬁ:
everybody says so, and that we are able to act in it : ideals.
it meets, so to speak, fits or resists, all our senses and

our will, and against any individual delusion on our
part we appeal to the experience of all. But all
this is much below that ideal of truth which we

feel within us, or conceive, and cannot help seeking

for and trying to realize. The common agreement
only means that we are organized alike, and if one is
deceived, it is natural enough that all should be: the
answering to action is nothing more than the fact,

that our organization, one part of the universe, fits
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what we call external things, which is another part.
All this is very different from seeing things as they
are, from thinking as we should. -

And yet it is the fact, that unless we had and
still kept in our mind the notion that these latter
things were possible, we should not strive after
knowledge at all. At every step of the process,
we seem to see something more than we did, to
think more properly. If any person could really per-
suade us that knowledge was nothing more than a
thinking as other people did, and a relation of what
we call external things to our senses and our faculties,
curiosity, the spring of all our intelligence, would
vanish, and knowledge itself would soon disappear.
If the notion that there is such a thing as truth is a
delusion, it is a delusion to which one of the most
important parts of our nature owes its importance.

Meaning I shall call the manner in which we have a
e ams Totion of truth and refuse to let it go believing in
ofmc®  truth: it might be called, if we liked to call it so,
a believing in the universe: it is that belief that
there is something to be known, which must ac-
company, more or less, every act of knowledge, or
else I do not see how we could ¢ry to know any-
thing: it is the thing which seems to me to difference
us, intellectually, from the lower animals, who learn
things habitually as we do, who notice things con-
nected with their wants and pleasures as we do, who
perceive things as we do, and must so far be said to
reason as we do, that there can be no perception
without some sort of reasoning; but who have no
impulse to knowledge as knowledge, or in other
words, no notion in them of there being a truth of
things, attainable (apparently) and worth attaining.
Not to dwell too long on this, which, as it is to me a
matter of prime importance, will at various times
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present itself, the ideal of truth appears to us, as I
have said, in a double form: as thinking rightly or as
we should: and as seeing things as they are. And
one part of our belief in truth consists in this, in the
belief that these two aspects of the ideal represent
but one thing: though most philosophers have looked
_chiefly at the one or the other of them.

Those philosophers who have looked at the ideal
of truth most in the former aspect have generally
expressed their view of it more or less in religious
language. So far as we suppose the existence of One
Allknowing Intelligence, there is no doubt that one
character of ideal truth must be conformity to Its
thoughts: but still even this, in one sense, cannot
exhaust the ideal. Not even such an intelligence
can make truth truth: its being an intelligence
implies that it perceives truth, and there must be
truth for it to perceive cozval with it.

This first ideal of truth however does not neces-
sarily imply more than that there is a course before
our minds, which, for whatever reason, is the correct
and proper one: it implies, we may say, that truth is
what the mind, as a mind, exists for.

The second aspect of the ideal truth, that it is the
sight of what is, is the source of the ancient idealist
philosophy : I shall say no more of it, but shall
speak of the comparison of the moral ideals with
these intellectual ones.

The two great moral ideals, that of rightness and The moral
that of good, are analogous to these two aspects of ’,.:f,::;.
the highest ideal of truth. The relation however is % )
more and closer than that of analogy: the moral andin-

ludes th
1dea.l in each case is the higher, and, more or less, fnlt;c;ﬁ%c °
includes in it the intellectual. tual ideal

The first moral ideal, that of rightness, is the J&ten-
most genuine, and therefore, in a sense, the most
G. 5
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The moral

ideal of
Good cor-
responds
to and
includes
the intel-
lectual
ideal of
Beal

_ Being.

Similarly
the moral
sub-ideals
corre-
spond to

e intel-
leotual
sub-ideals.
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vague, ideal, which can suggest itself to us. In the
doing as we should, or living as we should, thinking
as wo should comes in of course as a part. And there-
fore in the ancient ethics or aretaics, the right action
of the intellectual portion of our nature took its
place as a portion of virtue or excellence.

But as the moral ideal thus includes the intel-
lectual, so, on the other hand, the intellectual sug-
gests the moral: the rightness which governs action
is an extension or wider application of the truth
which governs thought. Many philosophers, whom
we may call the Intellectual Moralists, have followed
out this view very extensively.

The relation of the second moral ideal, that of
good, to the intellectual ideal of real being, was a
matter for very early, and very beautiful, philosophic
speculation. That good is the reason of being, that
which, in the contemplation of being, we look for,
that to which we look through being, that which
being suggests to us, and by the sight of which only,
so far as we can attain to see it, we can in any way
understand or explain being—all this, in this high
region, is of course abstruse, and requires a Plato to
exhibit it to us. But it is a principle which does
not belong to this high region alone, but in a certain
degree to all speculation. It is a principle which
has generated much truth, and the misappreciation
of which has generated much error, in the treatment
of Natural Theology and of Final Causes.

The sub-ideals of morality which I described are
more or less analogous to the sub-ideals of truth.
The former are what we can find out about right or
good action, in the same way as the others are what
we can find out about truth. If we consider right-
ness, or good, and truth to be the main ideals, the
others, the subordinate notions which I have men-
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tioned, may be considered conditions or characters of
these.

And the having the moral ideal of rightness or

good is a belief in rightness or good in the same way
as the having the ideal of truth is a belief in truth.
It is a belief, in other words, that there is a kind of
action which is proper for us and that good is possible
for us, and a belief also that both these aspects of the
ideal point to the same kind of action. Without this
moral belief, I see no more how we could act, than I
see how, without the intellectual belief, we could
think.

What I said as to the relation of the higher And the
ideals to the lower, appears to me to apply in the between
same manner to the moral, as to the intellectual idceisand
ideals. The attempt to engageé men the better in 5bideals
Jelieific action (so I will call it) by trying to per-? f‘l‘; to
suade them that there was nothing right for them, tween the
and that the supposition of there being such a ia ideals
thing as rightness was only a mental delusion, a s
" mistake for, and a call to, this, seems to me closely to
resemble the trying to stimulate their curiosity or
love of truth by telling them that all that truth

meant was, generally received opinion among men.



CHAPTER VL

ON MORAL VALUE.

Recapite: IT will be remembered that I described' moral phi-

lation.

Utility
is a sub-
ideal re-

losophy as a kind of thought, not exactly of the
nature of science itself, but setting in action, or
overseeing, various kinds of thought, each of which
might be styled a science, and be treated in a sys-
tematic inductive manner.

It is not precisely the same view, but one not
inconsistent with the above, and in some respects
simpler, to consider moral philosophy as made up,
in the main, of two sciences, one of which, the more
important, is only in a very subordinate degree a
positive science, partaking largely of an ideal character.
This is another view which I gave, and 1 called the
two sciences Aretaics and Eudemonics. There is a
certain degree of looseness in the use which I am
making of both these terms: but I hope to go into
the meaning of them, especially that of the last,
more accurately.

I bave also already, to a certain degree, spoken
of the meaning of wusefulness as applied to action,

latedtothe or of ‘the useful’ as an ideal?. The useful, as I

summum

bonum.

said, has its reference, not to pleasure, but to good,
bonum, the desirable: the ideal of ¢the useful’ is
a subordinate ideal to that of the good or desirable,
and the action which the term designates is action
which serves as a means to this latter. For any-

!p. 5L 2p. 34
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thing with which we are just now concerned, this
ideal of the good or desirable might resolve itself
into that of the pleasurable: that we will see at
a future time: for the present the word ‘eude-
monics,’ as I said just now, is vague to us, and may,
or may not, mean more than an experiential science
of pleasure. The same in regard to the word ‘hap-
piness:’ at present it might mean to us either a
state, i.e. a fact, accompanied or not by the feeling
of the fact; or it might mean a feeling, pleasure,
without any account being taken of states, or of
facts beyond the feeling. But whatever the ideally
good or desirable may be further resolved into, it is
to that ideal unresolved that all the significance
of the term ‘useful’ applies: I must beg that this
may be for the present kept in mind.
In speaking also of the moral ideals, I mentioned pigecuty
the result produced, in regard of them, by the intro- g‘;:g::g“
duction of the consideration whether the agent were o this and

himself the sentient object of his own action, or ;l;:ecgg;t}l.
whether there were other sentient objects of it be- o™
yond himself. This divides the second great ideal mg"o‘;d-
together with its subordinate ideals into two parts; e
and also introduces doubt, as to one of the partsin
each case, what is its nature, how far it is a moral
ideal at all.

The question which I propose to consider in this Accordirg
chapter is the value of actions in the abstract, that fe>
which determines in regard of them, in the last resort, 8etions

whether they are worth doing or not. This value of sgfzzsznly

them is the ultimate reason for them. Taking the oot oo
word ¢ utilitarianism’ not in a technical and sectarian f,‘;‘},?’;f;d
sense, but to represent what its derivation would result.
suggest, the utilitarian view of morals may be said

to be that which considers actions to be of value in

the universe, in the last resort, solely in respect of
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their usefulness, i.e. productiveness of good, however
the meaning of the word ‘good’ may be afterwards
determined. Unless there is produced by them some-
thing which independently of them may be described
as good or desirable, the universe, it is said, is no
better for them ; they might as well not have being ;
they are wasted. When I say ‘is produced,’ I speak
broadly for greater intelligibility, but I mean to
include in the view any variety of modification or
qualification of it : if the actions which produce the
above are valuable in the first instance, then a great
variety of actions beyond these will be valuable in
the second instance, as tending to produce it, or
being of a kind which generally produce it, or for
many other reasons.

This no- Utilitarianism, in this broad sense, will commend

o' iteelf to many, and to many will seem even self-

form im-  gyident. It may almost seem to be involved in the

gﬁgﬁ' views of all those philosophers who sought for a
the second ‘ sSummum bonum’ as the chief thing in morals, im-
i‘iﬂ;‘:ﬁ' plying that all actions would be good in considera-
tothefiret. $ion of their tendency to that, i e. of their usefulness.

¢ What's the worth of any thing,
- But just so much as it will bring {’

An action, it is said, is for results; it is reason-
able so far as the results of it are looked to: by
its results we must ultimately try it.

There is truth in this notion, not only in its most
general form, which is simply treating what I called
the second ideal as the first and most important ;
but also in its less general and nearer forms, as
when we speak of happiness more or less determined
by pleasure; still the truth contained in it is not
the whole truth.

Cousiders-  Let us imagine what would be our state of

question feeling as to this value if it were not possible, in
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the universe, for any one being to promote the hap- on the

piness of others. It is evident that, on this sup- Sppost-

position, the value of actions, so far as it depends fbat each
on the good produced or likely to be produced by could pro-
theun, is the same as before : there may be as much own hap-
good produced, each producing it for himself; and Bo'ma ot
then it may be that the valuableness of actions °tem:
varies as their usefulness. But we surely must feel

that the view which, as it 1s, we take of the ultimate
valuableness of actions, is something more compli-

cated than this: we need something beyond simple
productiveness of happiness when, going back as far

as we can in thought, we reflect upon the reason

which there exists for doing any action.

Let us now change the supposition.

The most important pomt for our consideration [Elements
in respect of happiness is that it is a thing which question
may be foregone as well as a thing which may be ****]
promoted ; and it is in the mutual play of these four
considerations, viz. the promotion of happiness, the
foregoing of happiness, thought of ourselves, thought
of others, that the circumstances of moral action lie.

If we supposed that the foregoing of happiness (2)thatthe
was possible but that its promotion was impossible, },’f"iﬂ,‘,’,‘,‘,‘f"
what would have to be said in regard to such fore- {3 to
going of happiness? would it have value? would ble,but
there be reason for it in the universe ? mlght it

As we found that, in the case of action merely }‘:,‘;};‘;‘;S'
promotive of happiness, there might be value (if we ;;‘;;fp'
choose to call it s0), but there would not be what we
consider moral value, so I think we shall consider
that action involving readiness to forego happiness
would have, in the absence of purpose for it, only an
imperfect moral value; but that it has a character
which, on supposition of a useful purpose, becomes

moral value, and that this character is the same as
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that which is wanting in order to give moral value
to actions simply promotive of happiness
Wo ey It is not quite easy to conceive this, nor quite
that there €8y to express it : but I think it may best, perhaps,
e tves be put thus ; We may either consider that the moral
valweof yalue of action in the universe, the full reason why

gctions—

aretaicand one 18 better, worth more, in the universe than
eademo- -another, must be sought in both the two first ideals
that %o combined ;—in other words, that a good action is
are needed gne promotive of happiness with cost or effort on the

action to part of the doer:—or we may consider that there

trae moral are two kinds of value, one corresponding to each of

valit. those two ideals; the value of usefulness or result,
and the value of worthiness of feeling (so we will at
present call it) which has gone towards the result or
been expended for it. This latter is the manner of
speaking which I shall the more commonly use.

The former of these is the eudemonic worth of
actions; the latter their aretaic worth, their merit,
as we commonly call it.

There are various ways in which these two kinds
of worth may be considered.

"Phe idea The attribution of worth or value of the latter
;’{,g;;g;‘to kind to actions, i.e. of value independent of result, is
our selive sonnected in my mind with what I have said before,

as well as
toonr  of the independent importance of the active part of

sentient « s .

nature.  our nature. I do not look upon action in the uni-

' verse as a necessary evil, arising only from the exist-
ence of want or from the imperfection of the enjoyed
happiness : the power and the want in the universe
fit each other, and the one is employed for the relief
of the other; but the action, i.e. the employment of
the power, is good in itself, as well as in its result
for the supply of the 'want which makes its useful-
ness : thus there exists a value besides the value of

usefulness, the value, namely, which I have described.
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~ The first ideal, the faciendum, belongs to the Astion for

active part of our nature, and so, as we see, does this 3‘2‘,11"5.‘31
value. And the connection of this value with the Pl tte
active part of our nature is concerned with its rela- tion of our
tion to self, in the following way. We are agents in happiness.
the universe of what is to be done there, each with

our amount of power, and of course if this power has

to be absorbed in ourselves, and to go all to our

own happiness, there is none left for the independent
faciendum, our work or duty, whatever it may be.

This is spoken, no doubt, very generally, and in
application there will come many things to be con-
sidered; but still, really, though very generally,

action for our ideal work or duty is the foregoing of
happiness, however it may be accompanied with, or
produce, other happiness : there is no free action, I

will call it, or real action, without the readiness to

forego happiness and the disposition to transcend

self. 'We are each a machine of which a certain por-

tion must go to internal work and sustentation, but

our value depends upon what there is disposable be-

yond this.

We might, conceivably, devote all our time and Belt aarmi.
all our power to the promoting our own happmess be added.
and good : in this point of view, whatever is not de- ¥ 2l
voted to it (being applied to our nelghbours happi- make true
ness) is so much taken from it, i.e. is self-sacrifice. valve.
But it is exactly this action, the action which is, in a
small or a great degree, a withdrawing of our power
from effort after our own happiness to effort after
doing ‘what we should,” which, as we have seen, has
aretaic value, or merit. It should be useful : we form,
and with reason, the second ideal for our action as
well as the first: if it is useful, it has the double
value : -if it fails of being useful, or, through error of
view, goes wrong in this particular, it may have its
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own value, and the question whether it has depends
on other considerations than those of usefulness.

Such, then, is the nature of aretaic value, or merit,
in reference to our active nature: I will now put it
in another view.

When we introduced, in speaking of the ideals,
the consideration of the agent and the object of the
action being possibly different, we introduced the
subject of what I may call the different interests of
men. And, in reality, morality does not begin to
exist till this is introduced. Usefulness of action,
without this, would have, as we have seen, a value,
but a value which we could not call moral, and the
faciendum or ideal work would correspondingly be
altered. The subject of moral philosophy is the con-
flicting interests of different sentient beings: I use
the word interests with intentional vagueness: their
conflicting happiness would do as well.

Utilitarianism, when it claims to be the whole of
moral philosophy, takes the value of actions in their
results as the one thing of importance, on which
everything else depends, and from which everything
else flows. Considering then moral philosophy fully
begun and all its outline drawn, it proceeds onward,
taking quietly into itself various other considerations,
such as this of the conflicting interests of men, as if
they were matters comparatively unimportant: it
treats, perhaps, fully of them, but considers them, in
reference to the whole, comparatively subordinate.

Anti-utilitarian systems treat that which utili-
tarianism makes its basis (say, the value of happiness)
as something in a manner pre-moral, something with
the consideration of which morality is not as yet
properly begun. It is only with the introduction of
the possible conflict of interests or happiness that the
real difficulties and the real importance of moral phi-
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losophy commence : utilitarianism expatiates in an
easier field, and is not sufficiently ready to face these.

The interest of human action does not arise from Truemoral
its being, as the utilitarian would persuade us, simply pl,fhlf:h
action for happiness, but in its being what I may call Zjime®
.2 mutual action of moral beings for each other’s hap- h";l;;;:ﬁ:
piness, and that under strong temptatlon for them to with low

act each one for his own. It is, in a manner, an in- ofﬁ,‘?}ﬁn
terchange of happiness : only an interchange not, like
commercial interchanges, with a desire of getting as

much as possible for oneself.

And here it is that there comes in that double
character of value in action which I have mentioned.
It is evident that this mutual action, this interchange,
could not go on under the influence of the utilitarian
motive, simple value for happiness as happiness.
‘What is wanted, and what exists, is the concurrence,
each coming in its proper place, of value for happiness,
or high estimation of it, and non-value for happiness,
or low estimation of it. The man who risks his own
life to save that of another would never be induced
to do this by any increase of his care for, or high
valuation of, happiness or life, if his thought for his
own life increased pari passu with his thought for
the life of the other. But there concur in him the
two feelings of quite different natures: the rising
above the love of life, so far as he himself is con-
cerned, and a very high estimation of the value of
life, so far as the other is concerned.

Hence to the utilitarian principle of value for
happiness has to be added the counter-principle of
non-value for happiness, and each is to have its
place.

Such then is the nature of aretaic value or merit,
in relation to the conflict of interests: I will now
speak of it again in another view.
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Meaning The character of actions which gives them their

;ﬁ,‘i’; aretaic value or merit is one which is known by a

levation yariety of terms all more or less metaphorical, as

ber’ 2 ive moral terms must be, and also more or less mis-

of aretaic leading. We form, in respect of action of this kind,

vl an ideal very similar to the first ideal or the faciendum
(rightness), and in many respects as vague, but not
quite the same.

The constant metaphor used in reference to action
of this kind is ‘high,” with its opposite ‘low.” Many
particulars of the notion of height seem to have
pertinence in this comparison, though it is not quite
easy to tell which suggested it in the first instance.
Action of this kind is action very frequently with
effort, such as to rise up involves: it is action
looked up to by men, and giving to the agent a
feeling of self-approbation possibly approaching to
pride, raising him, as we describe it, in his own and
others’ estimation : it is action belonging to a high
place in any supposed scale of being or character:
and much beside which might be said. Anyhow,
high-mindedness, elevation of character, and other
such expressions, seem generally accepted as good
descriptions of it.

I have spoken of it as a disposition to rise above
the thought of self, a readiness to forego happiness.
But it is much more various than this would imply.
And it enters very largely, as we shall find, into the
notion of happiness itself. It enters also into all the
notion of morality as ideal. In another chapter I
hope to treat of it as itself a distinct moral ideal,
though approaching to the first, the faciendum.

Rocapitu- What this chapter has been to establish is simply

lation.

* Generosity this : were there no use posgibly to be made of it, no
+ and use-

funess  happiness which could possibly be promoted, generous
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and self-forgetting action would be worth having in are inde

the universe, and the universe would be the ncher },’:ﬁ‘lﬁ"e‘,
and better for it. of action
In other words : there are two separate and inde- must co-
exist if an

pendent good qualities in regard of action, its gene- setion is

rosity (so to call it) and its usefulness: these ought sompieto

to go together, for generous action which subserves 2or!
no purpose is so far thrown away : on the other hand
useful action, which is useful to ourselves alone, is

not thrown away indeed in the universe, but is

not matter for moral notice.

This latter point will perhaps be best understood Man’s
thus. Man, so long as he confines the usefulness of enables
his action to himself alone, while passing beyond the kit .
range, or above the level, of the inferior animals in self. Ifhe

respect of his manner of action and of the powers e aetion
which, in virtue of his intellect, he brings to bear on fog 1 be
it, does not pass beyond their range, or above their 5 "pt
level, in respect of the object and purpose of action,
confining himself deliberately to that which they are
prevented by their nature from transcending, namely
self and particular pleasure. But actions of this kind
do not really come into consideration when we use
the word ‘action’ in a moral point of view. There
is among the inferior animals much of affection to-
wards each other and sometimes towards men, and
various things of the same nature as those which
morally concern us in man: but we do not write
about the morality of the animals, or, if we did so, it
would be with quite a different view from that
which we take of human morality, for this reason :
that they cannot rise above self. Their apparent’
want of reflective and generalizing power prevents
them from forming the general notion of usefulness,
and they act, under the impulse of nature, each for
his own utility only. There are qualifications to this,
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which I shall notice: but it represents the general
fact. Man rises above them through the wide range
and great force of his intelligence, and through the
power which he possesses of extending as widely the
purposes and objects of his action : in other words, of
transcending self. If he does not do this, he is false,
in a manner, to his moral nature : he employs powers
indefinitely higher than those of the animals for
purposes no higher : this is a sort of monstrosity.

The whole ~ To put this in another light. The principal of

belonm o the two sciences which I have described as making

Moral Fhi- yp moral philosophy is ¢ aretaics.” The whole science

losophy,
butonly  of aretaics belongs to moral philosophy, whereas only

that part . . o . .

of eudw- & portion of eudeemonics does : the remaining portion

which re. Of this latter, so far as it exists or has been thought

gaxds our of, bemg economics, prudentials, or to be designated

towards in various other ways. This might be otherwise
expressed by saying that ‘aretaics’ is moral phi-
losophy, and eudeemonics a distinct science, partly
coming into consideration in it. Which way we
express this does not much matter. Usefulness
therefore, the matter of eudsmonics, only comes
into moral consideration as regards a portion of it :
the doing a thing because we should do it, the matter
of aretaics, comes under moral consideration uni-
versally, even though it should happen that the thing
thus done was not useful to anybody.

“The mo- Considering all this complication of view, it is not

reu ' wonderful that there has been much difficult contro-

conse-

guences’  yeorgy about what is called ‘the morality of conse-

?ﬁ::i . quences.’

It may be Speaking shortly, action is virtuous or ideally

publie.  Tight which is done for the happiness of others or

spirited  the public good, and done because we conceive such
action to be the action which we should do, not

because we conceive it to be the action which will



ON MORAL VALUE. 79

be most for our own happiness, though constantly
with the concomitant feeling (or as I have expressed
it, faith and trust) that it will be so.

‘The morality of consequences’ is therefore a mis-

leading expression, tending to the confusion together,
in our view, of different sorts of wrong morality.
It is true indeed that the supporters of these wrong
views have as great a disposition to make this con-
fusion for themselves, as their opponents have to
make it for them. What I will call true or simple
utilitarianism, or the morality of general benevolence,
has been confused with Epicureanism (or other forms
of selfish morality) by the opponents of both, in order
to involve the former in the odium supposed to attach
to the latter, and by the supporters of both, in order
to claim for the former the character of a matter of
positive science, experience, observation, which at-
taches in their view to the latterl.

It is an erroneous view of morals to consider that If the
because we do an action for the happiness of others, ottty
or, which is the same thing, conceive that its useful- Seistent
ness is a proper and sufficient reason for our doing it, peadent
therefore, we can have no feeling that we do it be- tive mo-
cause this is the sort of action which we ought to do, or, rality.
which is the same thing, that there is reason why one
sort of action (in this case it is useful action) should
be preferred to other sorts, so that not only, in doing
this useful action, we are .right, but if we did other
action instead, we should be wrong. There is no
kind of necessary contradiction between the morality
of consequences (if by it we understand simple utili-
tarianism or the morality of benevolence) and even
the highest and most intuitive doctrine of an abso-
lute distinction between right and wrong. In fact,
for a true morality, we want the doctrine of conse-

1Cf. Ezam. of Util. Phil., chapters L, xv., XVII
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quences, considered in this light, to aid us against
arbitrary distinctions between right and wrong; or,
which is the same thing, against another doctrine of
consequences. When people will deprive us of our
ideal in the one direction, we must seek it in the
other. Paley tells us, in effect, that virtue is doing
the will of God, not as His will or from regard to
Him, but because He will punish or reward us. Our
feelings revolt against this description of virtue and
human motive : then, when we are told that God's
will is the happiness of all, we ask why it may not
be our will too? why, if He (with reverence be it
spoken) is allowed the free morality of consequences,
that is, the independent desire of others’ happiness,
we may not be so also? why we must be slaves,
must be selfish ?

The arror - The reason why the view of morals which I have

dent mo- described in the first sentence of the above pa.ragraph

Tality is 0 i3 erroneous, has been made plam, I hope, in ‘what I

ite denial
of Right gaid some time since, and in the example which I

anyihing have given of Bentham. The error of what has been

?}Z}Z{ han oalled ‘Dependent’ morality, from this point of view,
does not consist in the assertion, to whatever extent,
of the importance of looking to the useful results of
our actions, but in the assertion that the doing this
must exclude the notion of there being one kind of
action (whatever it is) which we ought to do and
choose in preference to others. Supposing useful
action to be the right and proper action, still in
calling it right and proper we add something to the
notion of its being useful ; and it is the assertion of
this which constitutes, from this point of view, ¢ In-
dependent’ morality, so far as Independent morality
is the true.

Theselfish ~ The morality of consequences, in so far as we

ofeoms mmean by the term a system of morality which looks
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at all our action from the point of view of its probable quences is
consequences to ourselves, is something entlrely dif- d:;:,',ﬁm
ferent. If we use the term ‘dependent’ in reference

to anything on this system which is real morality,

we should call this selfish morality ‘doubly dependent,’

or morality with two steps of dependence. We do

what is right because it is generally useful, and we

do what is generally useful because it is our private
interest to do so. There is in this denied, not only

an independent sense of, or care for, right, but also

an independent (i.e. self-transcending or unselﬁsh)

regard for utility.

But on this I have for the present said enough



CHAPTER VIL

DUTY.

I aAM going to consider now an aspect of the first
ideal which has not as yet distinctly come before us.
And I will begin by saying a few words on the
relation of this first ideal, the faciendum, to the
second, the desirable, or supreme good.
The and Though the possibility of the existence of good
subordi. OF happiness may be a necessary precondition of
o right action, and the second ideal might thus, ab-
vice versa. gtractly considered, be prior to the first, yet the
first would still be the higher ideal, for we might
possibly consider the second as subordinate to it,
whereas we cannot do the opposite. I mean by this
simply : there may be a good or happiness which we
ought to desire, rather than another: here the second
ideal comes under the first ; but the first cannot come
under the second. If we say that among different
things which we ought to do, one is better for us
than another (on any other ground than as being
more what we ought to do), we are clearly descending
from a higher to a lower ground, and introducing
considerations which have no business to come in.
The same appears in this way: we may be certain
that anything which we ought to do is desirable for
us; but we have no business to say, that because a
thing is desirable for us, therefore it is what we ought
to do. This last consideration is of great importance,
as we shall in various ways find.
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It will be at once seen that between an ideal Weare
work to be done (or the first ideal), and an ideal gy the
happiness (say) to be gained (or the second ideal), ™3 et
there is a great difference in this respect, viz. that
as to the second anyhow, we are free agents. If
there is a happiness possible for us, and we make no
effort to gain it, and therefore do not gain it, it is
our own loss, and that is all that is to be said. The
conduct which would have led to this happiness may
be described, if we like to describe it so, as our proper
or appropriate action, or the action fit for us or be-
longing to us, as what we were intended for when we
were created, or in various other such ways, rightly
or wrongly : but still, if it was in view of our own
happiness only that we were to strive towards this
ideal, folly is all that we can have been guilty of, or
can be blamed for in neglecting it. In view of this
ideal, we are in all respects free.

Still it is plain that the more ideal we make it,

the more, that is, we mean by it ‘something which
is good for us’ rather than a distinctly conceivable
happiness, the more do we bring it near the first
ideal. But they can never, as ideals, coincide.
There can be no obligation upon us to choose, when
what is chosen is chosen simply as our own good.
Our own interests, as such, are our own concern, and
nobody else’s.

How do we stand, as to freedom of this kind, in We are
reference to the first ideal—what we should or ought ?:;:}?1,“

to do? :g:&;st
The answer to this question must virtually in- thoughthe

volve an account, in the higher regions of thought, g?a?;;agizn

of that which is meant by the term ‘moral obliga- i with
tion.’ persons

I believe that the ideal is formed in a very dif- respect to
erent

ferent way by different persons, in a manner varying astions.
6—2
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indeed from all but perfect freedom to entire want of
freedom in our action. At a future time we may see
how this difference comes about. At present we will
see if there is any general statement which can be
made about it.

We may say of anything which suggests itself
to us as the thing which ought to be done, I choose
to do this, I do it because I like it : and in this felt
freedom of choice may lie a great part of the merit
and nobleness : but still there is a call to us in a dif-
ferent tone from that in which we are called to act
for our own happiness, a call the not listening to
which is a different kind of thing from the not lis-
tening to the call to labour for our own happiness,
which latter we are free to do, if we are willing to
_dispense with the happiness.

On the other hand, we may say of a thing sug-
gesting itself as above, I feel I must do it, I feel
I have no choice :- and so difficult is it to get at the
bottom of our minds in this, their richest and noblest
part, that sometimes, just where there is the most
evident, and the most thoroughly felt, freedom of
choice, we have most the feeling that we must do the
thing, that the call upon us cannot be resisted.
‘Where we are most our own masters, we are more
energetic masters of ourselves than anything could
be to us.

Every one, it is probable, more or less, according
to the nature of the action, feels to have a different
degree of freedom along the scale I mentioned above,
and will use different language: it is noble, worthy,
meritorious, to risk one’s life for another, it is proper
to give to the poor, it is incumbent on us to refrain
from stealing ; but though each thus feels along the
scale, the amount of freedom or non-freedom felt by
each will be widely different.
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Roughly, it may be said, that the risking our life
for another is a thing as to which we are free, that
the refraining from stealing is a thing as to which
we are not free: though this only corresponds very
coarsely, it is probable, to what people actually feel.

But of this more another time.

To the extent to which we feel ourselves, as Virtue has
above, not free, the first ideal takes to us the form 2‘:{:‘“
of an ideal law or rule, or, as it is commonly called, Thole of
duty. On account of the division of action in the ideal, duty
manner which I have mentioned Just above, it 18 more bind.
sometimes considered that ‘duty’is a term less ex- o lfm
tensively applicable to good action than ‘virtue’is: it
i8 virtuous to do our duty, and not to stop there, but
to go on doing good beyond it. This language, as I
have just said, is only roughly significant : I hope to
analyze a little more fully both the terms and the
feelings in our mind which they indicate.

The relation to each other of the notions ‘duty’
and virtue’ may be exhibited in another manner in
somé respects more accurate and important than this
consideration of virtue as duty-doing and something
more.

Duty being an ideal law, may be said to have Four cha-
four main characteristics attaching to it under this frag™
aspect: (1) it is conceived as distinct and explicit; duty oen-
(2) it takes cognizance, not, for merit, of any risings ideal law,
above it, but only, for demerit, of fallings below it.

We may fail, that is, in our duty, but we cannot do
more than our duty; so far as we do so, we leave the
notion of duty and must use some other language.
Thus while virtue is a scale rising indefinitely up-
wards, duty is the top of a scale descending down-
wards. The science of duty is the science of offences
against it. Again, duty is more or less, ideally at
least, personal in two senses: it involves (3) the
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giving up of our own interest to that of another,
and (4) the consideration of a third party with an
enforcing power. When, however, we consider these
characteristics, all taken from law, as belonging to
duty, it is with qualification of the following kind.
Duty is not a different thing from virtue, it is
another aspect of the same ideal, the faciendum or
rightness. At the same time, for certain portions of
good action, the notion duty is the more applicable
notion : for certain portions, the notion virtue. It
i8 our duty not to steal, and it is virtuous, but we
should hardly think of calling it so: it is virtuous
to devote our lives to philanthropy without thought
of self-advancement : the notion of duty would not
here be so applicable. But again : there are cases in
which the notions of duty and virtue are both ap-
plicable, each in its own special way. Take gratitude:
the word ‘duty’ belongs to it, because special occasion
has been given for it by the person who has benefited
us; we are not free: the word ‘virtue’ belongs to
it, because the manner of repayment is indefinite,
and we may carry it out to any extent: it is not
something which can only be offended against, but
something which we may indulge in and carry out
as we please.

I have given these examples to illustrate the
nature of the exactness, definiteness, particularity,
by which the notion duty, in a great degree appli-
cable to the same conduct as that to which the
notion virtue is, is yet, as a notion, differenced from
it. 'With such qualification as the above, duty may
be considered to be virtue to the extent to which
virtue can be precisely fixed for us, both as regards
the thing to be done, and the party to whom it is to
be done.

I will anticipate for a moment an after-matter of
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consideration, to this extent: it will be said that the Is I not & this
notion of duty here given is exceedingly complicated, 55 plicated a
that this is clearly no case of an ideal naturally potionte
formed by people for themselves, but a complicated ral ideal?.
notion produced in them, it may be, afterwards by
drilling and education; an imaginative application

to their feeling and individual conduct of the out-

ward or general law under which they find them-
selves. On the subject of notions or feelings caused

in us by education, I hope to speak afterwards more
generally. But I would wish it to be observed here

that this notion, and many others like it, though
taking many words and a long time to describe, are

not in reality complicated. This simplicity in fact, .

with complicatedness in description, belongs to much

of philosophy of every kind. Good philosophy, of
whatever description, is something not far off from

our mind : it relates constantly to portions of our
consciousness which from their apparent simplicity

and triviality we think not worthy of notice : and

then when the philosopher laboriously attempts to

put this into words, it looks to us like something

very complicated and a long way off, and we puzzle
ourselves to understand it as if it were some foreign
language or an abstruse mathematical theorem.

This is very likely neither our fault nor that of

the philosopher, but simply a fact. It is very
possible that, even to represent distinctly to our-

selves the things most intimate to our consciousness,

we must go this long way about. And when there

has to be understanding between two minds, and we

are being helped or guided in the doing this, such
apparent complication or circuitousness becomes still

more necessary. After all, when we come to under-

stand the thing it seems ridiculously simple, and

we despise it. But the folly consists in this last.
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Simple as it is, we very likely could not have come
to separate it and see it distinctly except by some
such circuitous process.
The na- To return now to the consideration of duty under
e Sl its aspect of ideal law. Law is the determination of
trated  the mutual conduct of a number of agents with con-
nature of flicting interests (by some sufficient power, possessing
: also authority so to determine it), in view of the
advantage of each and of all
The true I have given this long and particular definition

definition

oflaw  of law in order to bring into one line of thought the
fons viows VeTy various views which have been taken of it.
yhick  All conduct is individual. And all conduct, so
takenofit. far as determined by law, is intended to be useful,
i.e. for some advantage of somebody. Now if, in
the above definition, we leave out the centre portion,
that is, the consideration by whom the law is made
or enforced,—or rather, for we cannot really ‘leave out’
any portion, if we turn our special attention to the
_first and the last portion, and consider the centre
portion as involved in these,—we get the first of the
great views which have been taken of the general
nature of law.
Grockview  LHiS i8 in the main the old Greek notion of law,
(1)- Deter- viz. that it was a mutual agreement of all, by which
"3‘&‘2,-‘3;‘3 the action of each was more or less regulated for the
P ot common advantage ; such agreement being enforced
sgresment upon each by the power of the whole; but the idea
the oom-  of enforcement, coming less prominently forward since
vantage, each individual is regarded as a co-maker of the law,
a co-percipient and recipient of its advantages, and a
co-enforcer of it.
In reality, this describes, to a certain extent, all
law, and is a very noble view of it. In all cases of
law, the physical power is with the mass of people

subjocted to it, and it is by their passive consent (so
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to call it) and more or less of cooperation, that the
law is law.

Without however going further in this, I will
describe this view of law thus: that it is the common
- reason ruling, for the common advantage, the conduct
of individuals to each other.

If now, instead of the above view, we unite with
the first clause of the above definition that portion of
the second, or middle one, which has reference to
authority, we get the second view of law, which I
will call the Roman. I must again call to mind that
in each case the other part of the definition is not
omitted, but only retires into the background.

The Roman notion is that of subordination of goman
individuals, not to the community as such, but to Jey @)
the authority in and over the community, whatever nation of

individual
that may be. By ‘authority’ I mean power over action by
others, with the supposition of reason existing why Sarie
there should be such power; and I say ‘in and over,’ fﬁt;:ilty.
because the community is considered in this view to
be a community in virtue of a superior authority
regulating its arrangements.

This is the Roman ideal notion of jus, which has
been followed by a large number of moral writers.

I will briefly describe it thus: that it is the
supposition of the same power, which makes in-
dividuals what, in a community, they are,determining
also their mutual action: power of this nature is
authority, because we see reasons why the action of
the individuals should be determined in this manner. Hobbesian

If now in this latter view, we dismiss, as visionary De;,(;:',),
~and ideal, the notion of authority, and attend only hoiomor
to the very practical or concrete notion of power, 2tion
we get a third notion of law, which has. entered ::gzn:rlf;es

largely into moral speculation, and may be called the inflicted

by supe-
Hobbesian. Yior power.
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We have here power not submitted to will-
ingly as reasonable, in which case it would be the
above authority, but submitted to unwillingly as
constraining, or simply a superior force. Of course
the constraint must be what is called moral, and
the unwillingness be indisposition: for the action
is still supposed to be done by the individual,
though forced upon him. The manner of the con-
straint is by penalty: the language of the power is,
if you do not do the thing, this or that is what you
will suffer.

Law, according to this view, is the determination
of individual action by superior power, and by the
way of penalties, no account being taken of any
reason suggesting the law, or any advantage aimed
at by it. It is of course supposed that the law is
general in its operation, applying to a number of
people, and that it is more or less steady or con-
tinuous: these considerations are in fact the only
thing which causes this notion of law to differ from
ordinary force.

Aveolutist  If however to this third view of law we add the
Shaliew last particulars of the original definition, viz. that
(9pdds the force which I have just been describing is
:;;ns:hx exercised honestly for the supposed advantage of
rior power €ach and of all subject to the force, we get a view of
toapposed the nature of law which to many will seem a correct
thegemerland complete one: the difference of it from the
complete definition of law which I gave being in the
omission of the notion of authority, or, what is in
some respects equivalent to that of authority, the
notion of agreement on the part of those subject to
the law. This may be called the absolutist legisla-
tive view.

Of these four views, the first and the second bear

a considerable resemblance, if we understand the



DUTY. 91
reason of all, in the first view, to differ from the Relation

mere will of all as authority differs from power. fos .

Between these two views on the one side, and 'rent
the third view on the other, the important point of
distinction is this: that they recognize motive to
obedience other than penalty, whereas the third does
not. According to the earlier views, the essential
point about law is that it is an arrangement or order,
such as is indicated in the Greek term vdpos : accord-
ing to the third the essential point about it is that it
is a command. According to the earlier views, the
motive to obedience in the mass of the individuals
subject to the law may be considered to be agree-
ment with it, or acknowledgment of the reason
which suggested its enactment : and though of course
penalty must exist, for there must be (by the
definition) sufficient power to enforce the law, yet
the need of such enforcement is in a manner
exceptional : it is not looked upon as the chief or
only stimulant to obedience.

In the third view, those subject to the law are
supposed to have no further concern with it than to
obey it under penalty.

The fourth view is a return to the earlier views;
in so far as it supposes the law to be intended for
the advantage of those subject to it and therefore
reasonable (for this is the proper purpose of all law),
not necessarily appealing to penalty alone. At the
same time, since on this supposition the law is
arbitrary in the making of it, though not arbitrary in
the purpose, and since there is no recognition of
authority, as distinct from power, in the making it,
those who hold this view are very likely to be strong
maintainers of the third view, as regards the
making of the law: they regard the law, however
good may be its purpose, as having no force, except in
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virtue of its penalties: if they had had the making
of language, the words for law would not have been
such as imply order or arrangement, but such as
imply simply command.
Applica- ‘We have now to see how these different views of
pion of the the nature of law enter into moral philosophy, and
oflawio what relation they bear to the notion of duty.
of duty. The distinctness of duty as a philosophical notion
o smoton 5 owing to the Roman view of law, and to religion,
gwesits Tt existed in the Greek mind and language, as in all,
i‘o“ﬁz’:,:‘,’,’i“ such terms as 8ei, 70 déov, &c.: but the Greek
Law, philosophers, and the Romans who followed them,
do not seem distinctly to have separated the con-
sideration of duty, as an ideal, from that of virtue:
they did so to some extent, in reference to the
entire of duty, in speaking of a man’s &yov, &c., and
in reference for instance to the details of duty, in
speaking of suitable conduct in the details of life, ra
xabrjkovra, translated by the Latin officia (opificia),
mutual services or relative duties: but the question
of the obligation by which all this is bound upon us,
which differences the consideration of duty from that
of virtue, was not much entered upon by them.

The Romans have been considered an un-ideal
people, but their ideal jus, at least as they began to
consider it when somewhat of the Stoic philosophy
mingled with it, was a very noble one. I will not
dwell on it, but will make some extracts which will
show their notion of itl.

and partly ~ Nor will I dwell, now, on the development of the
mh;. notion of duty which arose from the Christian
religion : both the Jews and the Romans were in a
preeminent degree, though in different ways, law-

loving peoples ; and the notions of duty which lasted

1The extracts were not given, but would probably have been taken
from such sources as Cicero, De Legibus, Bk. 1. and 11.¢c. 4. Eb.
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on through the middle ages belong in part to the
Roman law, in part to the Old Testament.

When the time came for these notions to be Hobbesin
routed out, as everything after those ages was, the gatyto °
work was done by Hobbes, and his manner of doing obisation
it was simply the introducing what I have called the bypenalty
third view of law instead of the two earlier ones:
the Hobbism or Hobbesianism, which for a long time
was the main object, whether of attack or defence,
on the part of English moral philosophers, was simply
the consideration that the obligatoriness of right
action is the only matter of importance about it, and
further that this obligatoriness is simply the require-
ment of obedience under threat of penalty.

The Hobbists stand to the various forms of anti- do-ideal.
Hobbism, in reference to the first ideal (or the notion et ,.;:ﬁ
of something as what we ought to do), in much the 2 i
same relation as that in which the Epicureans stand nd
to the Stoics and the schools descending from them,
in reference to the second ideal (or the notion of
something as what it is desirable that we should aim
at). The notion of the summum bonum was very
early de-idealized or positivized, and it was con-
sidered that nothing could, with any meaning, be
considered to answer to this description except tangi-

. ble, measurable, describable, pleasure. Though the
notion of the faciendum did not so readily lend itself
to this process ; still we find here a similar de-ideal-
ization of the first ideal, in the form of duty, effected
by Hobbes ; and virtue, the other form of this ideal,
has suffered in the same way, as we shall see in a
future chapter.: the machinery in both cases being
the same as that employed by the Eplcureans in the
case of happiness, viz. a conversion of motive or
altering the purpose of action. Effect of

Hobbism
The Hobbistic view was not, any more than the on religion
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and mo.. Epicurean, opposed to religion, as religion is, and
opponents always has been, understood by many. What it
s, affected was, not religion itself, but the elevation and
ety generality of view taken, whether of morality or of
(2) st nar- religion. It was opposed in two ways, as we may
of duty to 82y ; by stoutly maintaining, in application to morals,
obligation. the earlier view of ideal law; and by bringing into
more prominence the other form of the first ideal,
or the notion of virtue. These two views met
different portions of it : the one disputed the account
of obligation ; the other disputed the assertion that
obligation (however understood) was all that morality
was concerned with.
Tlustra- For a simple illustration of this: Paley’s answer
b from to his question, Why am I obliged to keep my word ?

Paley’s ac-

i‘;‘;ﬁ;"g‘ is an example of Hobbism : I should be inclined to

ourword. answer it by saying, uniting the language of the
two classes of anti-Hobbists, I keep my word for
other reasons besides being obliged to it, and by
being obliged to it I mean something different from

what you mean.
‘What then do I mean ?
Further Before answering, I will recall to mind the begin-
Hﬁ;::m ning of the general definition which I gave of law,
ealiza- iz that it is the regulation of the mutual actions of

tion of

%;:c = individuals, 7.e. their conduct towards each other.
mutual These individuals, as they stand independently,
eeni™ are each in his own set of circumstances, having
sncewith done this or that, &c.: the law, taking mnote of
ggtil:hi; o certain number of these circumstances, classifies
stand to them, and prescribes with respect to the individuals,
cachother. how they are to act towards each other accordingly.
It" finds, or puts (it matters not to our present
purpose which term we use) individuals in certain
relations one towards another: and it prescribes
mutual action according to these relations. These
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legal relations were called by the Romans jura, as
they called the whole supposed mass of the relations,
or the ideal law, jus. Each individual had, if we
may say 80, his own particular jus, that is, his net-
work of legal relations, with Dbefitting conduct,
towards those about him. In later language it
has been more usual to make a division and to
speak of rights, claims, dues, when the relation is
considered to make a person the proper object of
some action for his advantage, and on the other hand
to speak of duties or obligations when it is hs
action which is limited or determined, the adva.ntage
being for the other party.
General law or jus, itself an ideal of human action
in respect of particular circumstances in which people
are found or placed, and with which law is sup-
posed to be concerned, is still further idealized into
duty, the standard of mutual human action generally:
general duty is the universal system in which each
individual has his particular duty to do, as well as
his particular due, which each should render to him.
Another characteristic of duty which I mentioned It is owed
is its being personal in a twofold sense, as owed, not b iy
only to a particular person, a second party, but also party but
to a third party, the authority and power (ideal part, iho
perbaps) enforcing the law. In other words, in & the law.
respect of the performance of our duties to the
second party to whom they are actually due, we
are what is called responsible to a third party, the
guardian of the law, to the extent to which we
consider that these duties are portions of a general
duty, or real and actual law. We are in the first
instance under obligation, bound by the law, to the
second party, to do the duty: and then, in case of
failure, we are bound or liable to the enforcing or
third party, for the forfeiture.
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Paley neg- Turning now to Paley’s question, Why am I
obligation Obliged to keep my word ? it will ke observed that,
due ;f’a,tf; on the Hobbistic view which is his, no notice is taken
of what I have called the actual obligation, or the
obligation in the first instance, viz. to the party with
whom word is to be kept. This, as we have seen,
belongs to Hobbism, which interprets obligation as
simply dread of penalty. But it is not in accordance
with the natural notions of men, so far as language
suggests them. The duty or debt, the obligation or
tie, is to the second party. We are under obligation
to the person with whom we are dealing to keep our
word to him: we are responsible (in Paley’s view,
to the divine law) for the performance of this obli-
gation. '
Hobbiam I mentioned before two resemblances between
tarisnism Hobbism and Epicureanism, or, more strictly speak-
e eaxe ing, an analogy and a connexion: I will mention
gggﬁf;‘;on now a resemblance between Hobbism and Utili-
general tarianism in general (i.e. as the word is now com-
'duty' monly understood), even if the Utilitarianism be
quite un-Epicurean.

It consists in this: that in both of them the
question of relative duties, or of particular duty, is
considered to depend on that of general duty: the
relative and particular, to the extent to which they
are considered at all, are considered simply to be
consequences of the general. And just in the same

~ way we find Paley here failing to notice that the
Distine-  word obligation implies a tie to another party, or

tion be-

tweenjural that duties are owed to somebody.

and non- " ope .
juralviews ~ The recognition or non-recognition of this latter

of moralit . . . e . .
marked by consideration divides moral philosophy into two

‘herecog: manners of thought. That which recognizes this
g:::;clu';:r particular obligation we might call the jural: that
obligation. Wwhich does not, the non-jural. Hobbism, Epicu-

PR
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: reanism, and Utilitarianism, meaning by this latter
word the morality of general benevolence or of the
greatest happiness, belong to the latter class. This
is one reason for their blending readily together:
and in fact, utilitarianism, as now frequently under-
stood, includes all the three.

I will mention also another thing about the The par.

. particularity of duty. ‘In a sense, all duty may be f,',‘ﬁ":g;'l?;.
called relative : .e. the notion of it implies a certain dnty o
relation between the two or more parties whom it times re-
concerns, beyond the fact that they are both human the party

to wh
beings or sentient creatures. But relative duty, in ii;owing,

a more restricted sense, may be considered to de- > Sty o
signate those cases where the particularity or de-
finiteness, which makes the matter in question duty

rather than virtue, belongs to the individuals, and

not to the thing : whereas there are a large class of

cases in which, though there is always some reference

to the individuals or two parties, the particularity,

or definiteness belongs specially to the thing owed

or due.

This will be understood better when I come to
speak of justice : but I think a little illustration will
make it sufficiently clear now.

When we speak of our duty to our parents some-
(relative duty), the definiteness of particularity, the the thin,
which belongs to the duty as such, has reference to femoas”
the individuals or parties only, for what we owe to thetruth.
them is very indefinite, though it may be generally
described ; and it may be expanded or indulged in
to any amount, in this respect not answering the
character of duty: it is duty on account of the de-
finiteness of the parties. On the other hand, when
we speak of the duty of truthfulness, the parties are
scarcely more definite than they are in respect of
benevolence : we owe truthfulness to everybody :

G. 7
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but the thing is definite, and hence the notion of
duty is applicable to the one in a manner in which
it is not to the other. 'We cannot be truthful as we
may be benevolent, less or more, or qualifiedly. It
may be a matter of little consequence to a man that
on some occasion we break our word to him, and it
may be a matter of great consequence to a man that
on some occasion we refuse to risk our lives for him :
still in the former case we wrong him, in the latter
we do not: the cases are matter of different con-
sideration from that of the greater or less advantage
resulting from them.
- I'will now summarily describe dutyand obligation:
the answer to Paley’s question will I trust appear.
Definition  Duty is the ideally right, or that which should
?5333. be done, in so far as we consider it determined for
on defini- ug, and the principle which we suppose to determine
Lav. it we call ‘the moral law.
I use purposely the very vague word principle’
here, for this reason: that that to which it applies,
the moral law, is understood by different persons
quite differently. The reason why it is thus under-
stood differently will appear from what I have said
above: it is because people understand such very
different things by the term ‘law.’
Insecord-  If we suppose ‘law’ to be order, arrangement,
the s ,5::,& system, the result, or rather the expression, of a
f:f‘“Df’fv harmony, concurrence, agreement, of a number of
willbe * members capable, in whatever way, of such agree-
spirit for ment, or imaginatively supposed so; then duty is
the moral +he great law which the members of the moral
) universe, if we may so speak, impose upon them-

selves : it represents the comprehension by each of

his place and his work as it stands related to the

work of the whole; each as one of the whole, feeling

himself to be a co-imposer and co-vindicator of the
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law, and, as such, ruling his own self, as individual
in his interests and disposed to care for himself alone.
Duty in this view is public spirit : public spirit not
for a nation, but for the moral or sentient universe.

If we suppose ‘law’ to mean a rule or system of or*willing
individual conduct, laid down not by arbitrary power, 2}"2}1:"““
but by authority (for which authority I would briefly mora!uni-

verse to
assign three constituents, title, wisdom, and good- tbatwhich

will) ; then duty is the intelligent and willing sathority
obedience of the members of the moral universe to ™™™
something which their minds seem to present to

them as possessing the above characters: they feel

their action in this view not free, and yet it is not
constrained: they are, concurrently, ruled and ruling

over themselves; obedient, but glad and proud (so

to speak) of their obedience. :

If we suppose ‘law’ to mean a rule for individual or sub-
action, of which rule we know nothing more than ey
that, if we do not obey it, we shall be punished, then T,
duty is bare, perhaps unwilling, obedience to some- %fegf; o
thing which we have no interest or pleasure in, but of society,
which we are afraid to resist. The moral law is ;f,,?f,, ge-
then a yoke imposed upon us by the Deity (Paley), 2ersly(3)
or by society and public opinion (some Socratic inter-
locutors and several philosophers in later times), or
by arbitrary power in general (Hobbes).

To the extent to which we add to the last sup- or it may
position, that there is good purpose in the imposers 229"t
of this yoke, we make a supposition in accordance ¥ith ap-

with the fourth view which I gave of law, and this Pheond

is what is generally done by utilitarians who hold {i’,:‘;ﬁ:fi‘,
Hobbist views. Duty in this view is submission toi(i‘f“md
the constraining power, whatever it is, combined with
more or less of sympathy with the purpose which that
power has in its constraint. As if Paley should say,
that virtue (or duty) is the doing good to men, &ec.,

7—2
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in prospect of the reward and penalty affixed, but
still with some feeling that God’s purpose is a good
one, and His wish for the happiness of His creatures
what we can enter into and appreciate. It is obvious,
that if the added supposition in this case is carried
to a great extent, we come very near the second
supposition again, as I mentioned in regard of law.

I bave thought it would conduce to clearness to
put these various suppositions separately, in accord-
ance with the four views which I gave of law, and
will now say about them, that in my view they all
belong to the notion of duty, which is made up of
them, just as I said in regard to law, that all the
special views which I gave of it seemed to me partial,
the proper general definition including them all. To
different people, the notion of duty will present itself
very differently : but if we are to give a complete
account of it, I think we must unite all the above.

With respect to the third of the suppositions
above, that of responsibility, or liability to punish-
ment for failure in duty, it is what will be repudiated
by some, as applicable to ideal duty, as earnestly as
it is maintained to be all that duty means by others.
But it is maintained, and I think correctly, by Butler
and others, that there cannot be the feeling of obli-
gation (jural or ideal, as the second view presents it)
without something in addition of the feeling of
responsibility or liability to possible punishment in
the event of violation of it; the feeling of desert of
-punishment, generating the feeling of expectation of
it. The admission of this, in its due proportion,
does not really weaken the second view at all.
With duty, as with good and living law (so far as
simple habit does not determine), it is consent, and
sympathizing obedience, which is the state of the
mass of those who obey: penalty is the influence in
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failure of this: where penalty has to do all, and
consent does not exist, the law is bad, or condemned
as worthlessl.

According as we conceive the nature of the moral 3!1;;1;';:
law, we shall conceive that of moral obligation. We tion will
feel our action in a manner bound or not free : what sponawitn
is most present to our minds in this feeling may be 75 V™
the claim which the other party has on us; the
thought of his having been aggrieved by us makes us
feel distressed, or angry, anxious to make amends to
him, or disgusted at the sight of him: or, again,
what is most prominent to our minds may be the
claim which the authority by which the law is enacted
has on our obedience, and the offence we have com-
mitted against this authority : or what we feel most
may be our responsibility as a matter of trust, or
responsibility simply as liability to punishment : and
there may be other kinds of the feeling, because other
conceptions of the law, besides all these. In speak-
ing of consctence, I shall discuss these feelings a little
more. And also I hope to discuss, in another chapter,
what philosophers would call the objective value of
these—imaginations at first we will call them—of a
moral law and moral obligation: a part of such a
discussion must be, how far one manner of imagining
or conceiving the moral law and moral obligation is
more true, more points to or expresses fact, than
another. I could not help doing this already a little
in criticizing the notions of law : but I have not as
yet said anything as to the manner in which these
conceptions may suggest, or imply, or prove, or help
to prove, real facts or relations as to our moral

1 This seems to me to be expressed too broadly. The law may find
no consent, not from its own worthlessness, but from the worthlessness
of the subjects. In such a case law may still be useful as a ‘school-
master, gradually to instil higher principles of action. Ebp.
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being which physical observation could not suggest
to us,
Reasonfor 1 divided the whole matter of moral philosophy
3?:; eer into two sciences, which I called aretaics and eude-
thehead monics, not into three, adding to these a science of
instead of duty (deontics or deontology). I refrained from

g;tl.‘iﬁ:%a doing this, because, as I have explained, virtue and
science of duty, though different, are in the main only different
as different aspects of the same thing, viz. the first
ideal or that which should be done. According,
however, as we take one or the other aspect, there is,
as will be found, a good deal of difference in our
treatment of the ideal when we go into detail and
apply it to practice. I shall endeavour always to

make clear which view we are taking.



CHAPTER VIIIL

ON THE GENESIS OF VIRTUE: ITS EMOTIONAL ELE-
MENTS, BENEVOLENCE.,

IN all that has preceded, it has indeed been with 8o far the
sentiments of the mind that we have been dealing, ﬁ:, b“:;,‘;“
but not in the manner in which I propose dealing §*Ted o
with them in this chapter. Hitherto what I have sideofthe
considered has been this: that the imagination comes
into our mind that there is, or may be, a conduct, or
a kind of action, which we ought to choose, or which
it is proper for us to choose, rather than other kinds;
that there is, or may be, something that is worth our
aiming at. Perhaps we imagine at the same time
that one or another kind of conduct s the proper
conduct, and one or another aim the worthy aim:
conduct that is useful, that is honourable, that is
conscientious, or whatever it may be, commends itself
to our imagination, (so at first to call it). These
various kinds of conduct thus presenting themselves
I have called ‘ideals’: standing at the head of them
are those very general ideals which I have called the
first and second ; that of deedworthy conduct, or the
‘faciendum,’ and that of choiceworthy aim, or the
‘bonum,’ good.

- I have entered partially into the question, how
far these ‘imaginations’ are to be considered as
imaginations only, or how far they are to be con-
sidered as indications of real fact of some kind:
whether that fact be the existence of something
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independent of us; or whether it be that thinking
in this way, imagining thus, is our nature. It
makes little difference which of these latter views
we take; for imagining by rule and law and in virtue
of our nature is the same thing, in other words, as
thinking rightly; and thinking rightly, as I mentioned
in regard to perception, is the same thing as percep-
tion of truth of existence viewed from another side.
_ Moral philosophy is nothing if not ‘ideal’; for the
reason of its existence is our having a notion or imagi-
nation of what should be: and therefore whatever
else may belong to it, the discussion of these ideals,
what is the meaning of them, what conduct they in-
dicate, must belong to it: and this is the main or
important part of what I have called ‘aretaics.’
Thischap-  We must remember however that when we speak
o st of forming these imaginations or ideals, this is a very
ground,  imperfect description of what goes on in our minds:
with prac- jt, i3 merely a convenient abstraction for the purpose

ical are- . .
:;ios,a:gn- which I have hitherto had in view; viz. that of con-

3:;}::“;% » sidering the nature of the ideals formed; just as we
foct, men talk, summarily and conveniently, of seeing a pro-
feel about gpect, though the process which we thus describe is
thing, & most complicated matter, and a volume might be
vit®e written to describe the process which we thus shortly
characterize. 1 shall in the present chapter say
nothing about imaginations or ideals: I shall con-
sider virtue as a thing understood, and shall not
discuss how it is to be defined, or what are its
limits: just as, to take the above instance, if I were
desirous to analyze what goes on in us in sensation,
I should consider that everybody knew what ‘seeing
a prospect’ was. I shall consider simply that the
word ‘virtue’ has an understood meaning, that virtue
is a fact in the world, that some men practise it, and

others understand that they practise it: I shall con-
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sider what, as a matter of fact, men do think or feel,
about this other fact, virtue.

This way of considering things might be called, if
we cared so to call it, experiential or observational
aretaics, in distinction from the ideal aretaics with
which we have been dealing hitherto.

The three great characters or features in, or cir- The three
cumstances about, human nature which go to produce jore of

human na-
or constitute virtue, are benevolence (using the word ;‘;f:o‘;hrif
in the loose sense in which it is ordinarily used by duce vir-
moral philosophers), the sense of duty, and the love of e .
excellence : or, bringing the description of virtue a \n%
little nearer, we may say: Virtue is benevolence, duty, sud

more or less stimulated and regulated by the ac- cellence:
companying sense of duty and love of excellence.

If we bear in mind what has been said about the corres-
first and second ideals, and the two aspects of the ?ﬁ:ggntg
former, we shall perhaps recognize these again in jgei o4
what I have been saying here. To the extent to agpectsof
which we do our action for a purpose, the disposition ideal.
to do it for a good purpose is what I mean here by
benevolence, and we have here the second ideal, viz.
what is to be aimed at. But purpose is not every-
thing about action: and the choice of good purpose
needs a stimulus, so to speak, beyond the good pur-
pose itself: it is here that come in the considerations
of the sense of duty, and the love of excellence, re-
presenting the two aspects of the first ideal. By
the love of excellence, or the desire of excelling, I
mean to indicate the effect upon us, in our character
as active beings, of the presence with us of a number
of beings active like ourselves, into whose feelings
we enter ; just as by benevolence I have wished to
indicate the effect upon us, as sentient beings, of a
number of beings sentient, or feeling, like ourselves,

into whose feelings also, in this way, we enter; the
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effect, that is, so far as it acts towards virtue; or that
portion of the effect which aids virtue, in distinction
from a (possible) portion which hinders it; or, which
comes to the same thing, the surplus effect in this
direction, so far as it exceeds that in the other.

I will proceed first to analyze further what is
contained in the very loose expression, ¢ benevolence.’

The different feelings which we have, or may
have, associated with the thought of other people in

will. general, or of particular people among them, may be

classified in a great number of ways: perhaps the
simplest division is into feelings of good-will, and

feelings of ill-will ; jngs, that is, accompanied
with desire of theother’s [happiness/or the opposite. ¢
It may, I suppose, b own as an axiom, that

it is only feelings of the class of good-will which are
natural, in the sense of being what I think I may for
the present purpose call, without danger of mislead-
ing, by aterm which I am very shy of using, instinc-
tive. - We have instinctive loves, but no instinctive
hatreds. It is only good-will (if I may borrow for a
moment a logical expression) which is of the first in-
tention : ill-will, whatever abundance there may be
of it, is of the second intention, and springs up upon
occasion arising.

This is not saying much more than that our
original feelings are in harmony with the rudiment-
ary principle of our active intelligence, viz. that
good, or happiness, is the purpose of action; that’
the two belong to each other, or ideally fit. It may
be doubted whether we could really even conceive
native, or unoriginated and unoccasioned, ill-will,
such-as the Paleian supposition of a Creator making
teeth for the purpose of their aching : that is, whe-
ther such a supposition does not destroy all mean-
ing in the words make or organize.
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The feelmgs however which we have thus classed Great
together are in no respect of the colourless and e o
nearly neutral character which the term good-will &¢.es of
might indicate, but are, many of them, of a most
intense and vigorous character.

To counterbalance this, these feelings have more
or less of a merely animal or unintelligent character,
associated with the good-will: and, corresponding to
this, the indulgence of some of them may degenerate
into a merely animal enjoyment.

Hence the dealing, on the part of moral philoso-
phers and teachers, with the strongest sources and
forms of good-will -among men, has always been per-
plexed and difficult. The entertaining them to a
high degree is a self-indulgence needing, as much as
any other self-indulgence, to be restrained by reason
and elevated by thoughts of duty and virtue.

Our language (or, it may be, modern language) is compre-
perhaps fortunate in having, for purposes both of 223524,
common life, of morals, and of religion, the single tinele
word ‘love’ for that which the Greek, for mstance, ove’ in
expressed by several different words, signifying, in English:
fact, several different feelings; feelings, in regard of
which it has been often necessary, in a moral view,
to use language for the purpose of keeping them
asunder; but feelings which are so related to each
other that their separation in thought is in some
respects injurious. Thus the change from the more
colourless dydmm and caritas to the designation of
earnest good-will by the same term by which we
designate the instinctive and partly animal, but at
the same time highly imaginative and idealizable,
affections; and the absence of a variety of terms
denoting various kinds of these afféctions:—these
perhaps enable us, both on the one side to look at
good-will in a warmer and livelier light, and also on



but em-
bracing a
scale pass-
ing from

through
oTopy,
¢\la and
p\arfpw-
xla, down
to pdro-
S$wia.

108 ON THE GENESIS OF VIRTUE:

the other side to avoid confusing and degrading, under
the name of mere desire or émfupuia, morally only
to be restrained, feelings which are themselves of a
highly moral character, and main aids to virtue.

Under the general name of love’ we comprehend
in English, first, the intersexual feeling which belongs
to all animals, and which, in the case of man, is such
a main object for his imagination to dwell upon, re-
fine, and idealize : second, the congeneric feeling, or
family and kindred love, also instinctive and belong-
ing to all the higher animals ; varying greatly as to
its instinctive character according to the different
relationships with which it is coneerned, as maternal,
paternal, filial, &c.; in many ways closely resembling
the last,and expressible, in this view, in words which
include it, like the Greek aropyr, but becoming less
instinctive or less marked by animal sensation, as it
becomes more general, and widens from the special-
ness of the last to the generality of that which fol-
lows.

The third feeling which the general term ¢love’
may be said to comprehend, is in some respects wider,
in some respects narrower, than the last : it is that
¢u\ia or lovingness which creates, so to speak, a kin-
dred and brotherhood, or the feelings belonging to
one, where nature has not made one. I have not
called it friendship,’ or ‘friendliness,” because those
words, like all moral words, by frequent compliment-
ary use (and it may be added, in the case of the
former at least of these terms, by frequent common-
place and moralistic enlarging upon), have lost much
of their warmth and force, like the word ¢bene-
volence’ itself. I would rather call it companionship,
or comradeship ; not that presence is a necessary con-
stituent, but something like community of views or
action is. Into ancient ethics, as we may see in
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Aristotle, this feeling, as an aid to virtue, entered
far more largely, and with reason, than it has done
into modern.
The fourth feeling is the last but one, generalized
into ¢uavfpwmia or regard for the happiness of all
men : and I should not myself hesitate to add, more
generally still, a ¢ho{wia or interest in the happiness
of all sentient bemgs
These are in sum the natural feelings of good- Such of
will : what I mean by ‘natural’ will appear more fully m;:i:‘f:e
in a moment, when I speak of the feelings from which ;ﬁ:}?ﬂi{’
I distinguish them. There are, as I said, no natural tive cha-
feelings of ill-will; but there are a set of feelings liabls to
tending that way which more or less accompany some Zroquary
of the above feelings of good-will, and which I will fines of
notice. amtih even
All the above feelings which are, in any degree, selves are
of a separative or appropriative character have more foeyy ure.
or less connected with them other feelings, perhaps goci ductive of
of neglect and depreciation, and, what is of more con-
sequence, of that class which we call jealousy. All
feelings of this kind, it seems to me, spring from a
double source, or rather have two characters united
in them: the one, the general disposition to self-
regard, the other, the tendency to look upon others
as rivals. Now when moralists and others speak of
the benevolent affections, or often when religious
teachers speak of love, they are apt to speak as if
these represented something steady and uniform,
rather dull perhaps and neutral, and all productive
of good. In reality, the term, or any similar term,
is a kind of general expression for a mass of feeling
most un-uniform and irregular, often most intense and
enthusiastic, by no means even itself always produc-
tive of good, and constantly attended by accompani-

ments, such as I have alluded to, productive of some
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of the worst evil and wrong that can be. Affection

of good-will that is distinctive (and none that is for-

cible or warm can be otherwise), has a double dark

side, one towards the non-subjects of it, the other

towards rivals in the affection: we constantly hear

~ the supposition of marvellous effects to be produced

by general benevolence or love, while in our concep-

tion of the feeling we strip it of all the earnest and
enthusiastic elements which make its force.

8till on It may then be considered, that the natural bene-

the whole volent affections, thus understood, with abstraction

fural £ made, to such extent as is necessary, of their bad ac-
g;(;l;l;l:lhe companiments, are the first and most copious source
mt;un ) of that stream of sentiment which, united with other
siream O

virtaous Joming streams, and being directed, as to its course,

sentiment. iy various ways, forms virtue as a feeling within:
leading to conduct, as I have mentioned, for public
rather than for private good.

Besides From natural affections of good-will, as I have just
these there

are the oc. 10W used the word, I shall distinguish what, for my
f:;fl?;gl of present purpose, I will call occasional ones: these
gm x}; are, in the main, of two kinds.

up under They have respect, either to the condition and

e circumstances of the persons with the thought of

stances: whom they are associated, or to the position of such

quence of persons in relation to ourselves, as, for instance, our
© con!

timof  benefactors or the opposite.

ﬁﬁ;’;:: The sympathies or sympathetic emotions, which

tohape are the feelings of good-will belonging to the former
of these divisions, pour into the general current of
virtuous feeling a stream scarcely less in amount than
" that contributed by what I have called the natural

Sympathy o ffections.

casily The text, ‘ Rejoice with them that do rejoice and

d i
§E;§mmof weep with them that weep,” has been often com-

noss T mented on, with the observation how much more dif-
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ficult the former of these precepts is than the latter;
and those who, like Butler, trace Divine purpose in
the organization of our moral nature, consider that
there is a reason for this greater disposition to com-
passion, than to congaudence (so to speak), because
the former is more necessary, and more useful. That
there does exist this greater disposition, appears from
the word ‘ compassion’ itself: which means properly
,what we now express by sympathy, but on account
'of the much greater occasion for its application to
sympathy with suffering, has come to mean that
alone. In fact the word sympathy, which has been
adopted into its place, is rapidly following in the
same direction.

Quite consistently with Butler’s view of the case Besides
it is possible to consider how it comes about that we q’,.;:ﬁl
have less sympathy with joy; that is, what are the {2k

feelings of
secondary causes to which this fact is attributable. ill-wil

arise

Feelings either of ill-will or of good-will are possible ot h at the
at the sight either of the prosperity or the suﬁ'ermg od happi-

of another. In the case of prosperity there is the hemond
-well-known feeling envy on the one side, and on the zes of
other the feehng of congaudence, which does not ap-
pear to exist in practice sufficiently to have a name.
In the case of the suffering of another, there-are in
like manner the feelings of good-will, pity, and of ill-
will, émeyaipexaia, pleasure at the suffering of others.
That it is difficult to know how, exactly in
these circumstances, people do feel; that they cannot
always even tell themselves, may appear from the
manner in which Rochefoucauld’s maxim?!, more
‘pointed than Lucretius’ lines?, has been considered
1 Dans Padversité de nos meilleurs amis, nous trouvons toujours
qnelque chose qui ne nous déplait pas.
Suave mari magno turbantibus sequora ventis
E terra magnum alterius spectare laborem ;

Non quia vexari quemquamst jucunda voluptas,
Sed quibus ipse malis careas quia cernere suavce est.
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to embody a great discovery or perhaps a revelation
very humi]iati.ng to human nature.
?uch il There exists in our mind doubtless, together with
eehn
arises from & disposition to sympathy, a dJspomtlon acting exactly
,l,‘;’(],‘;n ¢ in the opposite direction, which arises from a gene-
others a8 palization, so to call it, of the notion of our each

our rivals

forbap- having his individual interest, and of life being a

Peths  conflict of such interests, so that we are not so much
ff:ul;ﬂg“ co-pursuers of happiness as rivals for it. Something
mixed  of dissatisfaction or uneasiness is the primum mobile
of human nature: the natural outlet for this is in
action for happiness (our own in the first instance) :
where it is not absorbed in this, it may to a certain
degree take the form of jealousy of the happiness (or
supposed happiness) of others. This is a feeling which,
darkly and undefinedly, is very wide-spread. It is
what men hate and are ashamed of, suspect in them-
selves and others, but do not like to confess: it is
what more than anything prompts that sort of feeling
of self-disgust or self-abhorrence, which I imagine to
be not uncommon with all at certain moments, and
which in religion becomes repentance : it is the feel-
ing which gives the reality which they have to
notions of the corruption and depravity of human
nature: it is the feeling which with many gives
special point and sting to calamity and misfortune,
making them distrust pity, as being in reality a sort
of covert triumph over them. It is the feeling which
makes it plausible for some to say, that men really
hate, do not love, each other. Being, as I have
described it, a kind of going astray, a turning sour,
as it were, of another feeling which is meant to be’
absorbed in action, it is usually strongest in the
least active minds: and hence also it is most
likely to exist, and most likely to be observed,
in societies where there is not a great deal of
active energy, but a great deal of self-observa-
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tion, and comparatively idle inter-communication.
And because. in general people naturally try to
smother it and keep it to themselves as much as
possible, so far as it does exist, therefore there is
always a special pleasure, on the part of those who
care for such pleasure, in the bringing it to light, and
any smart utterance of it has the character at once
both of a discovery and of an acknowledged truth.
Where this disposition is strong, the man is of course
both envious of the prosperous, and unsympathetic,
if not worse, with the suffering. Where it exists in
slight degree, the feeling is rather a tendency at the
sight of others’ prosperity or suffering, to recur to the
thought of ourselves: then, without envy, the sight
of the greater prosperity of others may cause a pang,
and quite consistently with abundant pity, something
may be felt of self-congratulation at the sight of
suffering. It is this last state which Lucretius in
his qualification of what he says seems to wish to
express.

I feel inclined to say, that perhaps our feelings
of joy altogether are, upon the whole, less intense,
as feelings, than our feelings of pain: and if this
is the case with the primary feelings, of course it
must be the case with the sympathetic or secondary
ones.

Pity and envy are both great agents in life: if we Pityis a
use the word ‘envy’ loosely, we might hesitate to powertul
say which was greatest: in which case all we 38t
could say of this class of sympathies would be, that
it counterbalanced the bad disposition to look upon
others as rivals for happiness, without leaving any
surplus on the side of virtue. But under the notion
of envy, we ought not to include those feelings of
active emulation in which there is really no ill-will,
but only a strong feeling, on occasion of another’s
prosperity, of our own want of it: if we exclude

G. 8
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these, envy, though a great poisoner of life, is in no

respect a powerful agent in it like pity.
~ Pity, however, is but one form of the very wide
and various feeling of sympathy with others. Sym-
pathy is the emotional imagination : through it, the
feeling of others, whatever their condition or cir-
cumstances, becomes part of our emotional conscious-
ness, and excites action as if it were qur own primary
feeling, action, of course, to their benefit, not to ours.
Theother ~ The other kind of ¢ occasional’ feelings of good or
m{"fm ill-will, as I called them, has reference to the position
;i:“:;g:e of people in relation to us, as having, for instance,
vhich xiso done us good or harm. There is comphcatmn about

behaviour these,and I shall touch upon them again in speaking

ofothers of justice.

) o ~ When persons have done us good we feel and

ingsare practise gratitude, indifference, or ingratitude (for

g:;;’:ﬁ;: this latter word has more generally a positive mean-

nessand ng), and when they have done us ill we feel and

heiroppo . A .

sites. practise revengefulness, indifference, or active for-
givingness, the returning of good for evil.

Gratitude  Perhaps I shall be understood best on this sub-

Liea™®  ject, by saying, that there are two entirely distinct

g:’t';lne:’w‘f& feelings of gratitude possible: the gratitude which

justioe or jg connected with feelings akin to justice, which I
shall speak of presently: and the gratitude which is
connected with feelings akin to kindliness, and in the
case of which the benefit done to us has generated
a love on our part to the doer.

I have put this rather broadly, and I do not
mean but that most gratitude is compounded of
these two feelings, and possibly they may never
exist quite separate : but I think it will be seen that
gratitude is concerned with the two.

This may be put simply thus: one man’s grati-
tude may be of such a kind that the feelings which
compose it are such as would make him, if the other

)
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party had done him ill instead of good, revengeful :
another’s may be of such a kind that the feelings
composing it would make him, in such a case, for-
giving.

It is only of gratitude in its connexion with kind- The latter
liness that I will speak now; and there is no doubt i;t,‘:‘:,ﬁi’;},
that from this source a vast amount of good-will is Toareroy
contributed to go to the constitution of virtue.

The relations of benefactor and benefited, and of other oc-
injurer and injured, are only two out of the countless feqjme
relations which circumstances may bring about be- gpring out
tween men: and I have spoken of the feelings relations.
belonging to them only as an instance of such rela-
tive feelings.

Each such possible relation suggests, and con- on the
stantly produces, its appropriate kindliness: men whole the
love each other, not only because they have been feclings
benefited, but because they kave benefited or because increaso

they can benefit; because they are strong and lance.
another is weak, because they are weak and another
is strong, and for a number of reasons endless to re-
count. Of course all these relations may, and some-
times do, generate ill-will and not good : but I think
the mass of good-will generated by inter-relation
among men is the greater. This, also, will come
under our consideration again: I will only say now
that the best witnesses on this side seem those who
have most tried to depreciate human nature : some-
how or other, human nature seems to have the gift
of turning its selfishness to kindliness, and its mu-
tual hostility to sociability; it is kindliness which
is generated in sum, and on the whole.

I have thus endeavoured to sketch roughly the
‘benevolence,” which, stimulated and accompanied
by the sense of duty, and the love of excellence, con-
stitutes virtue. We are now to examine these, and
see how they act on the benevolence.

8—2



Virtuous-
ness de-
fined.

Its objec-
tive as-
pect, uti-
lity.

Its sub-
jective as-

pect, gene-

rogity.

APPENDIX ON BENEVOLENT IMPULSE IN ITS
RELATION TO VIRTUE.

Virtuousness is the disposition to take an interest in the
welfare of others, and to postpone or sacrifice self-indulgence
and self-interest to their good, whether this latter be the
public good, or particular kinds of good of particular indi-
viduals, to whom regard of this kind may be due from us.

At the basis of all virtuous action, viewed objectively,
that is, if we look at it by itself and abstractedly from the
agent who does it, is its usefulness, or its being conducive to
some real welfare. This it is, which makes action in one
way more desirable than action in another.

But again, at the basis of all distinctively virtuous action
viewed subjectively, that is, looked at as done by the agent,
is its usefulness to others or to the public and society. I say
distinctively virtuous, because it is not the case that all
action which is not virtuous is the contrary or vicious. As
between action which is useful and that which is injurious,
there is a great deal which is useless or resultless, so between
action which is virtuous and that which is vicious there is
a great deal which, of itself, has no moral character at all.
The useless action, as 8o much action lost and wasted where
all ought to be useful, may be regarded as injurious or wrong.
And in a similar view, the action which has no subjective
moral character, which is done without any virtuous purpose
or any accompaniment of conscientious feeling, may be re-
garded as wrong or vicious in so far as we think that all
action, all life, ought to have conscientiousness or virtuous

1 This Appendix is taken almost entirely from a MS marked V,
which is in some respects an earlier draft of the present treatise. The
commencement anticipates what is said in the next chapter about the
intellectual elements of virtue, but the bulk of it is occupied with the
fuller exposition of the elementary feelings of benevolence which were
treated of in the last chapter. Fbp.
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principle mixed with it. Conscience, with some, supplies
purpose to life, with others, supplies no more than restraining
rule. Its nature, as I have described it, is to supply the
former as well as the latter. It is difficult to use the words
‘right’ and ‘ wrong’ in respect of the extent of the applica-
bility of the feeling of conscientiousness. But that is a very
low degree of wvirtuousness where conscience does no more
than guard from wrong action, and does not animate and
stimulate to right.

In order to action bearing this character of self-trans- The car-
cending usefulness (so to call it) which makes it virtuous, virines.
two kinds of power over self are needed : the one the power
(various in its degrees of consciousness and deliberation)
of forgetting, neglecting, denying, ourselves: the other, the
power of controlling and governing ourselves. It is in the
amount of these two dispositions that consists, in the main,
individual elevation of character or excellence. The first
nearly corresponds to the ancient virtue @vdpela, which ethi-
cal language has rendered by *fortitude’, but which in many
particulars is more akin to our notion of generosity: the
second is the ancient virtue of cwppoaimm, soberness or self-
control. These are the conditions of self preparatory and
necessary to that self-transcending usefulness or attention to
the interests of others which is the ancient dixatoovry, and is
the more complete and finished virtuousness: and the three
together form the three great moral prerogatives of man,
the three great elements of that moral nature which raises
him above other animals. Put together with the intellectual
prerogative of prudence or wisdom they form afamous quater-
nion, the character of which later ethical language has in
some degree disguised in calling them the four cardinal virtues.

These different dispositions have reason and value of their Utility
own, and yet it is true to a certain extent, that the importance *2om
of utility in actions is a paramount principle, and should without
exercise a restraining power even in regard of them. In our ;‘:;f’.l.‘o":i'{y_
pature, we may say, provision is made for the doing of useful
actions not by one principle alone, but by many various prin-
ciples, which act, in this view of their action, in an irregular
manner, some of them rarely reaching the mark, others
very constantly going far beyond it. It is by this that our
nature i8 rendered complicated as it is: and whether we are
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better beings or not, certainly we are more interesting beings
and good with a greater variety of goodness, than if we had
had an exact utilitarian sense, ¢.e. instantly knew the proper
.useful action to be done and instantly did it. The objective
rightness or usefulness of action becomes multiplied subjec-
tively, (that is, when it is transferred to the mind and feeling,)
into goodness or virtuousness almost infinite in variety: the
mistaken effort to do right leads sometimes to the doing
things which, we may almost even say, are better than right:
actions which are wasted in the universe so far as resulting
usefulness is concerned, lives nobly sacrificed, sufferings volun-
tarily undergone, are felt as what least of all can really be
called wasted, and most thoroughly have a moral value. Still,
before such action, the thought. of utility, where it may
be, should come in: though there should be action of this
kind, usefulness of result should be desired likewise.
Divisionof  The action thus according to good dispositions and the
cthioalsys- o otion which would be determined upon by calculation of

tems in
accord-  reason for useful purposes, do not in all particulars correspond:

't',','i?t‘;{:_h and under these circumstances there are two ways in which
fold aspect Ethics may tend. There may be a tendency to think lightly
of virtae. o the value and trustworthiness of dispositions, and to try to
bring about a calm consideration, upon grounds merely of
reason, (or as it would be called by those holding the opposite
view, a cold calculation,) of the utility of the probable results.
Or there may be a comparative inattention to these latter,
and a pleasure taken in the action, whether its results are
useful or not, as an exhibition of the virtuousness of the
character, and of the possible nobleness of human nature.
Ttility The ancient moralists probably paid too little attention to
‘l:;g{fi‘?:)d the utility of the action as of importance in respect of the
sudButler. regulation and estimation of the dispositions. In Plato and
in his follower Butler, there is, as I have already hinted,
scarcely sufficient information given as to the principles, or
law, or whatever we may style it, in accordance with which
reason (or conscience) is to direct the rest of the inner man,
Failing information on this point, one does not see, for instance,
why the reasons of different men should not direct their several
kingdoms or systems differently : to say that it is on principles
of reason itself is vague, and is saying little. Plato however, I
suppose, would conceive that reason directs by reference to an
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ideal of what perfect man should be: Butler again, that
conscience does so by reference to alaw of God of which it is
itself the vehicle, publisher, and witness. In neither of them
however is this point clear. Only it ?s clear that they neither
of them think much about a regulation of the dispositions, as
to their strength and amount, by a consideration of the conse-
quences, as to utility, of the action which they would engender.
Aristotle attributes the same importance as Plato to the
dispositions of courage (or generosity) and self-control, and And by
may be said to give (in different language or under a different ﬁ‘i'i:fi‘;‘}“
metaphor, from those used by Plato) a theory which substan- fective
tially resolves the whole of virtue into the latter. In respect 22count of
of the different dispositions which man may have, virtue in
his view, is the having them in the proper amount or propor-
tion : reason judges or fixes this amount. It is obvious that
this is not saying much. Some dispositions perhaps we ought
not to have at all, others in a very large amount. Aristotle
accordingly takes account of those dispositions only, which it
is considered we should have in some measure: as to them
we should avoid both excess and defect, keeping in the middle
between them ; this middle however not being a spatial or
geometrical middle, but very likely nearer to the one point
than the other ; reason finding it where it is. Now as reason
must be supposed to be that which fixed whether we should
have the disposition at all, so here again reason fixes the
amount which we should have of it : and the question arises,
what is reason supposed to look to in fixing these ? Reason,
in general, must be supposed able to assign reasoms, in
particular, for its proceeding: for what reason, then, is one
special definite amount of the disposition which leads us to
face danger to be called a virtue, and named courage, while
both a greater quantity and a less quantity are to be called
vices, and named, as such, rashness and cowardice ?
I do not think that Aristotle gives any answer to this
question, otherwise than by that appeal which he continually
makes to human judgment and opinion. And this answer is It requires
not sufficient ; for ethical science, though taking account of ';;e‘::e:‘g&
human opinion, still ought in the main rather to lead than by a refer-
follow it. The real answer, I apprehend, must be sought in :gl’fe‘:x.
two directions, both of them different from this: one in the ternal
direction of an ideal of human character, so far as we are able standard-
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to form it, or of a divine law of human. action, so far as we
have reason to suppose that such exists: this is the way of
Plato and Butler: the other the way of examination of the
consequences of the actions which arise from the dispositions,
and the pronouncing accordingly, that that amount of fear-
lessness which, looked at generally, is likely to produce useful
action is virtue, while a greater or less amount, not being
likely to produce such action, is not so. When we talk of
reason acting, unless there is a rule or law at hand for it to go
by, it is evidently by such consideration of consequences that
we suppose it to act. The whole theory then of self-govern-
ment, self-control, avoiding excess and defect, having disposi-.
tions in their right amount—however we may express it—
cannot stand by itself: it has necessary reference to some
external or objective considerations: and these considerations,
to be found to a certain extent in the supposition of a divine
law guiding us and an ideal of human character commending
itself to us, yet are more fully and more specially to be found
in utility.

However, the difference in value of dispositions even sup-
posing them unregulated, that is, supposing reason, with all
calculations of consequences, were away, is perhaps recognised
by Plato and Aristotle both, but in any case by Plato. The
portion of the soul which is active for activity’s sake, without
any view to ulterior enjoyment, which struggles with opposing
difficulty, and finds its pleasure in effort (the Quuoesdés) to
which most specially belongs the disposition of generosity
(dv8peta)—this, with the dispositions flowing from it, indepen-
dent of any regulation of them by reason which might have
ta do with consequences, is itself of a noble nature, and is &
virtue, or, in the language which I have used, has moral value.
We have here two lines of virtue which sometimes, as I
have said, will not coincide : when this is the case, and we are
calmly judging or framing a moral system, regulation by reason
on proper consideration of consequences is what belongs to
the higher region of thought, and is more essentially moral than
any impulses can be, however noble. But we destroy man’s
nature altogether if we do not take account, and full account
of the worthiness and moral character of these impulses inde-
pendently of reason.
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I have mentioned that.human conduct is compounded Will is a
internally, in various degrees, of principle and impulse. In f,‘;’:&,ﬂf
other words, the primary desire (so to call in general the ple and
original spring of action) rarely acts immediately to influence " impulse.
conduct, but commonly is mingled in the thought with
various other things, and these together result in the will or
resolution from which the action proceeds.

In speaking of desire as a spring of action, we must The prim-
consider it to consist of two elements, the one, the imagination ;;'islem:;
of an object as desirable and as absent, the other, the feeling to action
of restlessness or desire of action itself. This is a very old a much
and popular analysis: the springs of human conduct, says lem-
Gibbon, are the love of pleasure and the love of action.

I do not know whether it is of consequence how far we
consider the proper germ of the resulting will to be this rest-
lessness or irritability, rather than the other portion of the
complicated desire or impulse. The mere restlessness how-
ever, or inward demand of action, cannot be called ¢ will’; it
is at best but the embryo of it, till it is attached to an object
of desire.

Action is not the object of moral consideration unless in Action
the mental process preceding it, mere desire has become mﬁ’z
converted into will by the mixture of something of i 1mag1na- impulse
tion, deliberation, and choice. Otherwise the action is what, Jy witl.
in our proper language, is called tnvoluntary ; that is, possibly
with consciousness, but without delitberate consciousness; not
on purpose ; not with consciousness as of things done of and
by ourselves.

Defect of consciousness in action may be the subject of The two
moral condemnation in so far as it is to be considered that o
there should never be action without such consciousness. A will may
high degree of consciousness or deliberateness is called self- mx;:im
possessmu a low degree of it, with much vehemence of feel- propor-
ing, is called ‘transport’, or by various similar mames. tion

With respect to the provinces of reason.and feeling (or Strength
passion) when we enter on action, the language from the :’;:I'll:s a
beginning of ethics has been, under all sorts of metaphors, high de-
the same, ascribing the moving power to the latter, the %f;i“
guiding power to the former. Under these circumstances
what is described as a strong will, would signify a mind in
which both of them existed in great amount, so that a great
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deal of deliberation could coexist with vigorous action. In
this case there is what we call resolution or determination.
Moral With regard to what is desirable as to the proportion in
character the mind of these two elements, ethical science has not much
is injured A . .
by defect to say, only neither must be deficient. A man in whom
gfl:‘iﬁ’"" impulse or feeling is deficient, is called ¢ hard’, even if he be
most men virtuous: a man in whom principle is deficient is called
;E:;';,‘;i:r_ ‘weak’, even if he, in a way, be virtuous. He is less likely
ance of however to be so than the other. The virtue of the former
othee. 18 unsatisfactory, but real. That of the latter is specious, but
"~ untrustworthy. The words in almost all languages point us
to this : xaxia, vitium, are in original signification this same
‘ weakness’; aper and virtus mean strength. In thus arguing
from the history of words we must of course bear in mind
that it is more or less a general rule in language for ethical
terms to degenerate in their application, arising from the
tendency of men on the whole, to speak of such things cau-
tiously, considerately, and indulgently, rather than strongly
and exaggeratedly: still, that there is importance in
wrong-doing being expressed by a term which once meant
weakness, is marked by virtue being in a similar manner
associated with strength.

There cannot then be virtuousness without any conscien-
tiousness, but there may be without a very great deal: that
is, the same result in action, which in some proceeds from con-
scientiousness, may proceed in others from the happy following
up and cultivating a happy temperament as to feeling : while
the state of mind, though very different in the two cases,
cannot be described in the one as worse than in the other.

And where there is conscientiousness, it will generally
happen that it is largely mixed with feeling. I have on
purpose described it rather barely, in order that the different
elements which result in good conduct may be more distinctly
understood: but in moral life these different elements go
together, and form an organization or a new whole.

Difficulty Rightness or goodness of action is not a thing which can
:fig;g‘;" be decided absolutely. There are problems of moral difficulty
goodness Wwhich may probably be pronounced insoluble. One of the
of action. 0] and wise reasons for the disposition which people have
often had to refer such cases away from themselves to others
who may be supposed competent to form a good judgment, is,
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that it is probable that no judgment come to will ever
be entirely satisfactory to the framer of it (if he be a good
one), who has looked at the matter on all sides, and is aware
of the objections against, as well as the reasons for, his judg-
ment. The agent therefore is more likely to act with full
persuasion in his own mind, when there is added to his own
feelings on the subject confidence in another’s judgment, and
when his own resolution is not weakened by the continued
recurrence of doubts and objections. In any such difficult
questions, there needs the strong overruling feeling which I
suppose a judge must have, that a judgment must be come to,
that reasons must be found to distinguish some things, some
line of conduct, from other alternatives, as the best and, if
not satisfactory, still the least unsatisfactory. Some one line
of conduct must be chosen to pursue. This, chosen as it best
can be, is for the agent the absolute faciendum or right thing
to be done, in spite of all the accompanying unsatisfactori-
ness. But looking at it in the general, it is very clear that it
is not thus absolutely right or good. It is its being under
the circumstances the best, that makes it the absolutely right
for the doer at that time.

But, difficult as it may be to determine goodness of action, st
goodness of character can much less be absolutely decided on. g’ig;m'ty
It is like beauty of form or feature, with regard to which of deter-
in the abstract certain absolute principles may be laid down, :;‘&‘25“
but which affords, as it is met with, endless scope for variety of charac-
of taste and of principles of judgment. The notion of ter.
rightness suggests to us one thing right or to be done, as
against many wrong, or not to be done: but in application
to disposition and character, virtuousness is as various as
viciousness. And in comparing different virtues, or forms of
virtuousness, together, as to their relative importance, it is
hard to find any certain principle on which to go.

Love, if by the term we mean such love, . g. as is indi- In what_
cated by St Paul in the Epistles to the Romauns and Corin- z::z;::’
thians, may be said to be the temper of virtue, and to produce love is the
virtuous actions without any intervention of conscientiousness, ?ﬂggf of
intellectual principle, or reason. But the form in which this
has been often put is very erroneous. Love, to do what St
Paul thus describes, is no simple feeling or primary impulse:
it is an exceedingly complicated result, development, pro-
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duction, of a course of feeling and action; which result
the Apostle here calls dyam, or love, but which might not
have been misdescribed in other manners. When people
say that the Christian religion removes morality from other
bases, whatever they may be, to fix it on that of love, they do
not always sufficiently reflect what they mean. If they mean
here by ‘love’ any simple feeling or impulse, they are much
in error. The love which does all the noble works, and
possesses all the noble qualities, which St Paul and St John
enumerate, is clearly a special temper growing more and more
out of the Christian mental discipline and Christian inward
life : what Christianity does, is not to give any new basis for
morality, but to supply means for the engendering certain new
tempers of which this dyamy, or Christian love, is the princi-
pal, which are likely to be more powerful agents for virtuous
action than any tempers which can exist independent of
Christianity.

In Plato With Plato, justice, which, he says, consults the interests

Jiee e Of others, is put to a certain extent in the moral position in

glﬁcﬁzgin which St Paul puts love, when he describes this latter as
working no ill to his neighbour. But a very important

love,
though he by-place in morals is filled in Plato, as all are aware, by

o .m. Dassionate love, or Zpws. His thoughts in this respect very
f:r::‘:'{e much penetrated the ancient world. Christianity, which in
*  some things showed sympathy with him, did not in that.
As Aris- Aristotle’s main or direct system takes less account of
:g'mf:“:‘ attention to the interests of others as distinct from our own
than does that of Plato. He however, like Plato, has what
we may call a by-place, but an important place, for love, not
however épws, but the love of attachment and companionship,
lovingness or energetic friendship, which with the Greeks
indeed was often passionate too: for the Latin ‘amicitia’
and our ‘friendship’ represent a colder feeling than the
Greek was. Aristotle’s two books of the Ethics about ¢i\ia,
though important in the ancient world, still were not so
much so as Plato’s thoughts on the subject of épws. But it
being a wider form of love that he spoke of, there is, in some
points of view, more ethical importance in what he says.
And the The Stoics introduced the notion of what we should now
Stoice to  4]] an universal brotherhood, an oilxeids, or kindred of the

P Aavbpw- ’
xia. whole human race, a ¢iravfpwmia, or general love of man.
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The doctrine in this respect which was preached by our
Lord and his Apostles was common with Christians to the
Stoics.

The Christian writers make slight use of the term phi-’Aydmy
lanthropy, or love towards man, greater use of the notion foariias’
didadeldla, or brotherly love, to represent the mutual affec- used to
tion within the Christian family. But the word they chose Christian
to represent the Christian temper which I bave spoken of love.
was not &aws or ¢irla, which indeed were preengaged, the
former in a less worthy, the latter at least in a different
application, but @yamy. I suppose the early Latin transla-
tors were influenced by a kindred feeling in avoiding ‘amor’
to represent it, and using ‘caritas,’ Our translators, unde-
cided between the medi®vally-consecrated, and the more
significant word, bave confused us by giving to represent
aryam, according to the place and author, both ‘charity” and
‘love’ ]

Charity or love then, in the Christian dispensation, is & The Chris.
Christian temper, exercised in the main towards men, but in 3}‘;’0:,"&
certain respects towards God also. Being this, it was very nalvirtues.
reasonably described in the medisval ethics as a theological
virtue: two other Christian tempers mentioned along with
it in 1 Cor. xiii., ‘faith, and ‘hope,’ being considered to con-
stitute two more such: and the three forming what we may
call a Christian constellation ; holding a higher place than
the pre-Christian constellation of virtues, the Platonic qua-
ternion or cardinal virtues. The seven together formed,
in the middle ages, the frame for systematizing virtuous
feeling and conduct. Love is the principal theological or
~ Christian virtue, and therefore the principal virtue altogether.

" Virtue may be said, as something existing in the mind, Conscien.
to have two sources, one in conscientiousness, the other in :i&‘i“i‘;xs
kindly feeling, the streams from which unite to form virtue the two
complete. Moralists, determined to shut their eyes to one 5 of
of these sources or to the other, have in general gone on with -

a weary battle. Those of them who are determined to make
out that the motive for men’s association is fear of each
other, and therefore desire of each other’s protection, shut
their eyes to the mutual attraction which nature furnishes in
all the various forms of love, which would, so far as we are
able to see, bring them together even if they had nothing,
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any of them, to be afraid of. These various feelings of love
are, as it were, the nutriment provided by nature for the
developing moral nature, while moral principle, partly
formed out of these feelings, is infixing itself. Suppose
that the reason why men should come together in society
were only the not very high one of mutual protection, and
that we were to attribute no value to the elevation of intel-
lectual and moral nature which results from their society; I
think we may doubt whether their intellectual perception of
this reason would have overcome the mutual repulsion which
there must have been, if they saw in each other only. rivals
and probable enemies. Nature has brought them together
and enabled them to protect each other by conquering any
tendency there might have been to this repulsion through
an opposite principle, the attraction of love.

The different parts of kindly affection, or love, fall in with
the different parts of relative duty, and, even in the absence
of conscientiousness, would secure the performance of a good
deal of this, while, in the presence of conscientiousness,
they reinforce and facilitate it. Things are best, as I have
said, when the two fitly concur. Conscientiousness by itself
is dry and cold. Feeling by itself is occasional and variable.
The element of self-transcendence or self-sacrifice which con-
scientiousness brings adds on its side new worthiness and
beauty. On the other hand, the spontaneousness, the absence
of effort, the genuine willingness, which there is in feeling,
brings a worthiness of a different kind. There is a kind of
native intolerance in us due to contraction of sympathy and
limitation of intellectual view, from which it results that few
persons see moral beauty in both these things, conceiving it
must exist only in one, or only in the other. There hence
ariges (for there are few persons more intolerant than ethical
systematists) a continual contest between the moralists of
duty and the moralists of feeling, the officiarians and emo-

- tionalists; while anti-moralists adopt, in conjunction, the

views of each on the subject of the other, finding in the

. morality of duty a want of spontaneousness, in the morality

of feeling a want of reason. “So far as we do right because
it i8 our duty, we do it as something forced upon us, as
something which, except for its being our duty, we had
rather not do, the action is therefore not genuinely ours:



IN ITS RELATION TO VIRTUE. 127

moral obligation is thus constraint. So far as we do right
because we like it, there is no merit in it: it is like the
instincts of the animals, and does not belong to our rational
nature: we do it not deliberately and of purpose, but one
happens to be led by his tastes to it, another not to be,
whereas the action which we do deliberately and of purpose
is that which is really ours.”

Surely it would be better to accept the nature and life of
man as complicated than to be determined to simplify it in
these various intolerant manners. Tt is not necessary, except
to the logic of a systematic moralist and the limited com-
prehension of his sectarian admirers, that because we do
right as our duty, and as under obligation, therefore right is
what we certainly should not do otherwise, and what must
be disagreeable and forced upon us. Nor again does it fol-
low, because we find ourselves drawn by some of the kindly
affections as unconsciously, as almost irresistibly, as some
animals, e. g. by their maternal instincts, that therefore these
same affections and actions according to them, may not as
well be commended to us by our reason for the purpose
which they answer and the good which they do.

Love seems to consist in the main of (1) pleasure in the Three cha-
society of its object, (2) pleasure in the thought of its ob- f:::?" of
Ject, and (3) pleasure in the thought of the pleasure of its
object: and of course the converse of these under opposite
circumstances.

There seem also in the main to be three kinds or types of Three
love: ¢iNla, or love of association and companionship, aropys, i‘;:g:‘ of
or family affection, and &uws, or sexual love.

To begin with the last of these, as the most definite and #us, in
distinct: it is a natural passion, making itself strongly felt animals:
in the organization. It belongs to all animals, in most cases -
with them obeying very definite instinctive laws according
to the species, and producing often in them a violence of
temper and action quite exceptional as compared with their
generic habit. It is in some cases with them, as e.g. in most
birds, associated with a certain degree of family affection
and pleasure of association and companionship, but in the
greater number of cases, even of the higher organizations,
in no respect so, but perfectly independent of both of these.
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Nor'does it appear in any of them to be associated with any-
thing like what we may call imagination, or particular obser-
vation and distinction of the object of it.

In man the natural character of this passion is to shew
itself in conjunction with all that is thus wanting to it in
animals. As in other cases, in the comparison of man and
animals, so in this, there is with man little of that very de-
finite instinctive limitation which there is with them: but,
to counterbalance this, the passion tends to unite itself
strongly in man, not only with the oropy7 which we shall
soon speak of, but with the rational and distinctive ele-
ments of his nature. It gives occasion to a”stirring of his
imagination greater than any other cause of exaltation and ex-
citement can produce, and in conjunction with this it animates
the feeling of enjoyment in sight, talk, and association, and
increases the feeling of sympathy, in a manner which could
not exist under any other circumstances. Where this is the
case, and in the better sort of natures, it is probable that
the passion itself hardly makes itself consciously felt other-
wise than by its intensifying effects upon the whole nature;
and its distinctness is lost in the variety and vigour of the
imaginative action which it helps to excite.

There seems to me but little significance in classing it
among appetites and putting it with hunger and thirst. If
we consider them as the types of appetite, appetite is an
indication of a want of nature which must be supplied for
the health and existence of the individual. This is only the
case, or anything like it, with regard to the passion in ques-
tion, in cases where the mental organization is in some way
very defective, and the corporeal, through want of self-con-
trol, in a state unworthy of man. Where the tendency to
society and sympathy and the imagination are active and as
they should be, they will absorb the passion into themselves
without allowing it to degenerate into appetite.

It is evident that the association of this passion with
imagination introduces dangers nearly as great, if of a some-
what more honourable kind, than what would arise from its
being, as in animals, bare appetite. But the moral teacher
in this respect must look at human nature as it is. Three
parts out of four of elegant literature and of art are con-
cerned, one way or another, with imagination as connected
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directly or indirectly with this passion. It is at the age,
when character is being fixed, when purposes are being
formed, and when the intellectual powers are, taking one
thing with another, at their strongest, that the inflaming of
the imagination from this cause usually takes place. And the
steps, whatever they may be, to which it leads, are generally
such as are felt through life.

We may accept it then as natural that some such stirring Moral

dangers

of the imagination should in some way or other take place, gy ing
and count it as a blessing in comparison with the infinite from or

degradation which results to the character in cases where
the passion makes itself felt, and where there is neither
moral self-control on the one side, nor the elevating, and to
a certain egtent diverting and absorbing accompaniments I
have spoken of on the other. If once the coarseness or care-
lessness of companionship causes the passion to be looked
on as an appetite which, if it is felt, may be satisfied, many
of the best chances for future imaginative elevation and
nobleness in the character are gone. A coarseness is intro-
duced where ddlicacy and refinement are necessary, not
simply for the goodness of the moral character, but for the
clearness, and vividness and elevation of the imagination:
the most promising shoot for future nobleness is cut off.

I shall not dwell here on the manner in which this coarse-
ness of what should be the best part of the mind, is likely
to be multiplied tenfold by the associations which it leads
to, when what man’s imagination has in its noblest flights
taken pride in exalting, is viewed in desecration and degra-
dation,—desecration and degradation which the author of
them must abundantly participate in, through his own sym-
pathy and consciousness, so long as there is anything left in
his nature to degrade. '

associated
with it,

Even where the imagination and higher parts of the cha- Not in

racter are in exercise there is of course no occasion possible

itself
stronger

in life in which more of reason is required for the purposes than there

of consideration and foresight, thau this, in which so many
things occur to render the exercise of reason difficult. On
the other hand, supposing the feeling to be associated with

the imagination and under due self-control, as it should be .

in man, we shall not probably counsider that it is stronger
than there is occasion for in reference to the whole of life

_G. 9

is occasion
for.
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which follows it. If it i8 strong, there is a demand for
strength of feeling to correspond to the closeness and intimacy
of that particular relative duty which it concerns, the mutual
duty between husband and wife. In man’s various moral
nature the early provision of it is intended not to be ex-
hausted and done with, but to fill the moral being in such
a way as to influence the whole of after life: the merely emo-
tional feeling of passion and devotion which might of itself
evaporate, is preserved and rendered continuously active by
its being incorporated in the conscientious feeling of duty.
.Family affection, or oropyy, is a feeling extending along a
scale from maternal affection, which is an instinct of the
strongest kind, till in' the affection of brothers and other
kindred it widens out into more general forms of love.
Here, we seem to see an instance how, as instinctive feeling
and duty generally coincide, so they do not recessarily : and
the greater complication and worthiness of the life of man,
as compared with that of the animals, wants considerations
of conscience to be superadded to those of feeling. Nature,
in regard of animals, makes great provision for the weak-
ness of youth: little, if any, for the weakness of age. The
former it cares for: the latter, its work being done, it does
not.  Correspondingly, when nature transfers its animal
dealings to man, there is a vast provision of instinctive
affection to support the relative duty of parents to children,
and by no means so much to support that of children, grown
up, to parents, weak and old. But old age, though not dear
to instinctive or lower nature, is eminently dear to social
or higher nature. Morality has two characters, one falling
in with instinctive affections, the other supplementing them.
It is in the spirit of this latter that regard for parents
and regard for old age has ever been a special point of
positive morality. It is as important a matter for life and
for society, and as important a relative duty, that parents
should take care of their children, as that children should

. honour their fathers and mothers, but we do not so com-

Four kinds
of associa-
tionamong

animals.

monly find it included in schemes of relative duty such
as the Decalogue or the ‘ Duty towards our neighbour.’

Besides these markedly instinctive associations, there are
the less strong ones concerned with general friendliness and
companionship.
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Of such association among animals there are various
kinds, principally perhaps four :

1. Association of community or with the appearance P Pohtwal
of political organization, such as that of bees. This rather ;. hon(m).
takes place, it would appear, low down in the animal scale,
arguing less complete individual distinction and independ-
ence. It is one form which is taken by the as yet insuf-
ficient detachment of individual existence from common :
and it furnishes a figure of what, in the highest moral
existences, reason tends to produce: namely, a conscious
reabsorption; to a certain extent, of individual interests
in the common.

2. Gregariousness, which is not real sociality, or rather Gregari-
which furnishes us an image of what sociality would be, were *"*"*""
all individuals (speaking generally) similar. Sociality is
founded on difference as much as on resemblance. Society
in general as much depends on difference in the individuals
who form it as social economy on difference of employments.

3. Congeneric attachment or recognition, which seems Feehns of
to exist at least in all the higher kinds of animals, giving in
them a different feeling towards individuals of their own
kind from that which they have towards creatures of any
other kind.

4. Familiarity, habitual proximity, or consuetudo, which Consue-
seems to bind together almost into a real friendship, and ™
without any regard to kind, creatures the most dissimilar.

There is another kind of animal association, more like [Coopera-
‘human association in some respects, and much more like f;:,’,':t::.,
human association as viewed by some moralists, which prey.]
nevertheless I have not thought fit to reckon with the
others: I mean that joining together for the purpose of
taking their prey which seems the nature of some animals
(wolves for instance), and would indicate a high degree of
reason. But I do not think it would help us in what is
my business now, the comparison of human affections with
those belunging to animals.

All the different characters which I have mentioned
as belonging to animal association belong to the association
of man with man, together with several more.

All human kindly affection is discriminative, that is, Al found

it attaches itself to some individuals in distinction from- coml::ed

9—2
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others. The discrimination depends partly on reasons per-
sonal to him who feels the affection, partly on reasons
general, or good for all. These two kinds of reason are
often closely involved together, leading to intellectual error,
which may be of importance, or which may not be so.

The love produced by gratitude, and the love produced
by moral admiration (a particular, and a general reason), are
‘probably not of themselves very different in kind: that
is, the difference which there is in one ins{ance and another
of love of the above kinds, depends, in each case, upon
the particularity of the circumstances which have caused it.
It is action that is to the benefit of men that moves our
moral approbation: and this benefit being by sympathy
made ours, the moral approbation thus felt is very similar
in character to. the feeling of gratitude. On the other hand,
we cannot help (more or less) generalizing kindness to
ourselves into goodness and worthiness in our benefactor :
it is in the nature of things that we should. Though in
this we may be often, intellectually, wrong, it is what we
could not wish, within limits, otherwise.

Love or affection, in the main, bestows itself,—and speak-
ing broadly bestows itself right,—in the mauner which
I mentioned when speaking of its accompanying rela-
tive duties. But in individual instances it is by no means
certain to bestow itself right, and the providing, as far as
pussible, that it shall do so, is a great part of moral training.

The confusion between love for individual, and love
for genmeral, reasons is in reality a very great advantage
in morals, though at the first sight it perhaps does not
seem so. On bare principles of reason we shall perhaps
be told, that we ought to love, not our actual brother,
who may be no better than other people, not our benefactor,
who may be good to nobody but us, but the man whom for
his goodness everybody should love, who is in his way vir-
tuous and kind to all. But it is the producing this same
affection in different ways which (always of course within
limits) makes the strength and value of it. It is produced
by felt benefit to ourselves, it is produced by familiarity
and companionship, it is produced by knowledge of good
deeds: this latter marks specially what should be loved
on grounds of reason, but the bestowing the affection in
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the other ways is no injury to this, for by it a character of-
warmth is given to the whole affection, and love as caused
by moral approbation is all the better for it.

We ought to love what is worthy of love and what
i8 not worthy of love both, in different ways and for different
reasons. What is not worthy of love in general is often
worthy of it from us, as I have said. It may be said to
be a moral provision of nature on the side of good, that
the sensation of being loved and thought well of by any
is elevating and beneficial. It is a provision by which
good is gained from circumstances which no doubt give
rise to much harm. .

For the misbestowal of love and, as a consequence of General
it, the attributing moral approbation (or what is equiva- f:f:er“d
lent to thls) where it is not deserved, does of course do much strong
harm. It is hard to give any moral precepts as to which he];'t':,l
people will not, in their eagerness to make morality simple, virtue.
exaggerate their applicability and so destroy their value.

This is preeminently the case in regard to all precepts
tending to diminish the discriminativeness of the kindly
affections. The great moral provision made by nature for
the securing virtue in the world, is the approbation and,
more than approbation, love, felt for the virtuous. Every
good and virtuous man is, in his measure, a benefactor of
all: and nature has to a certain extent provided that
all shall love him as such. This is the real moral notion of
‘merit.” One reward which virtuousness looks to, and may
look to without losing its disinterestedness, is the kindly
feeling of men: and virtue, when considered as the object
of this, is called, in the moral application of the term,
‘merit.” The position of the virtuous, in this respect, is
like that of the man who does a kindness to another: if
it is done on account of an act of gratitude expected, of a
kindness in return, it is no proper kindness, it is interested.
But if it is done on account of the good it will do and
the pleasure it will give, with full anticipation, as well, of
the feeling of gratitude on the part of the receiver, this
does not make the action interested : under many circum-
stances it makes it the better, the kinder. And so in
respect of virtue and the love or approbation of men. As
well say that no man cares really for another’s good because
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all men value gratitude, as say (as moralists have occasion-
ally done) that virtue or kind action is nothing real, is
not done for its own sake or loved for. its own sake, because
men value the love and approval with which it is welcomed.

The bestowal of love or affection is not a thing to be
entirely subordinated to reasonm, or it ceases to be what it is.
It must have much in it that is accidental. But it must
in some degree go by reason: feeling is to some degree
matter for self-possession and direction. Kindly affection
is founded on opinion about the persons whom it concerns.
That this opinion should be entirely wise and correct,
does not matter: but it should not be too much otherwise.
The relations of life perplex the intelligence in judging of
people, and ought to be allowed to a certain extent to do
so. But beyond this, the being led away by accidental
associations and by insignificant particulars in our opinions
about people and affections towards them, is the source of
a vast deal of mischief and a vast deal of vice. °



CHAPTER IX.

GENESIS OF VIRTUE: ITS INTELLECTUAL ELEMENTS,
PRINCIPLE.

AT the beginning of the last chapter I defined virtue Feelings
as benevolence stimulated and regulated by the wﬁd
sense of duty and love of excellence. 'We have seen I to be
what is meant by the loose expression benevolence, aad re-
and have now to consider how this is affected by the principle v
other things spoken of. f°{,';th°y
Considering then henevolence as above described galed vir
in its relation to virtue, there has to be said the fol-
lowing : first, that it wants something before it can
be called virtuous itself: and next, that even if it
were entirely virtuous in itself, it needs to be rein-
forced by something besides itself.
In the first place, simply impulsive action, or
action on feeling only, would not lead to virtue, or
the public-spirited action which I designated by that
name. -‘The benevolent impulses themselves would
want direction and management from what I will
call principle, not to mention that we should be
moved by a great variety of impulses besides those
of benevolence. Man is thus a being whose virtue
has two distinct features belonging to it, good im-
pulse and self-control : I mean by the vague word
principle whatever it is that brings about the latter.
It is to emotion, from its nature, that the starting
of action mainly belongs, while the controlling of
emotion belongs to intelligence.
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Principle Principle in one sense is always good, in another
:;v:muu sense it may be good, neutral, or bad: or, in other
good-  words, it is always good in so far as it is principle,
though in the particular case it may be wrong, and
the self-control which it generates may be perverted
and misapplied. We shall probably see this more
plainly when we come in a moment to speak of dis-
tinctively moral principle, commonly called con-
science.
Human In all human conceptions of virtue principle and
vomponnd impulse concur, and must do so. The being of purely
ol bensi-good impulse, without need, and without possibility,
impulse. of good principle, is, in the Aristotelic phrase, 7
Onpiov 1) Oeds, which means, that this is a state of
moral consciousness, if we are to call it so, which we
cannot at all picture to ourselves. Again, if we
imagine a being of purely good principle, or rather, a
being whose virtue was of principle alone, we should
either have to suppose him without impulse or feel-
ing or with none but bad : neither of which supposi-
tions would represent what we call virtue.

Virtue being thus compounded of principle and
impulse, is voluntary partly with the voluntariness
of premeditation and deliberation, and partly with
the voluntariness of spontaneousness: it is self-com-
mand and self-mastery, and yet not something which,
with whatever view, we merely force upon ourselves :
it is good impulse, and yet not merely the unreflec-
tive result of our emotional organization.

Increase When we picture to ourselves increasing virtue,
invirtte e consider the struggle involved in the self-control

is not the

snme as inci 1 iminishing: -
sumeas or principle as continually diminishing: but we can

timof Dot really picture to ourselves our ideal of perfection

ﬁﬁcﬂfﬂi in this respect, for if the self-control (which loses

meaning without the supposition of something to be
controlled) entirely vanished, then we should have
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come round to the supposition of a being inferior to
man in one respect, that his action, however good in
result, was simply spontaneous and without the
higher form of will, the premeditative and deliberate.
There is no meaning in choice of virtue without -
some degree of supposition of possible choice of vice.

The process of increasing virtue, in which the
struggle which results in self-control is continually
diminishing, is called by phllosophers the formation
of moral habits: and it is highly important that
those who speak of these should remember that the
process is not in any respect the extinction of reflec-
tion and principle, which would be the falsifying the
moral nature of man and making him, morally, an
inferior kind of creature, however he might, indivi-
dually, become a better creature of his kind. Moral
philosophers, in’ their desire of explanation and sim-
plification, are probably more in danger in this re-
spect than ordinary men. The ordinary view, from
its point of inferior exactness, seems to allow dis-
tinctly enough, the difference between mechanical
and moral habit : there is danger lest philosophers,
in their desire of greater simplicity and exactness,
should confound them.

But not to dwell on this: benevolence, in what- Benevo-
ever degree it exists, wants principle before it can s
be conceived to constitute virtue: that is to say, it Frincirle,
must be regulated in various respects: some benevo- reenlate
lence would be wrong, not as benevolence, but a.s;l
coming into the place of what would be right; and
there must exist in the mind not only the feeling
that this regulation of it is desirable and necessary,
but also the power, the self-mastery, required to bring
it about.

On the various respects in which benevolence, if
we wish it to result in virtue, must be regulated by



second, to
reinforoe
it:

138 GENESIS OF VIRTUE:

principle, I will not linger. In the benevolence
which is virtue there is more or less a definite aim
or purpose {that is, an ideal, as I called it, of the

second kind), a conception formed of the happiness

which we wish to promote, and of the manner in
which it is to be promoted.

There is in such benevolence also a feeling of
very great imaportamce which 1 hawe yet #e spesk of,
that of fairness and justice. And more generally,
the notion of duty which I have discussed at length,
comes in: comes in, as respects what is now before
us, to determine the objects of the benevolence, and
to ensure account being taken in it of those relations
among men which I have spoken of.

But, in the second place, besides that benevolence,
to whatever amount it existed, would not, without
principle, constitute virtue, it would not, without
principle, exist in sufficient quantity to produce or

.account, for,—not to say the virtue which the world

a8 against
self-re-
gard.

Self-re-
fard may
tself be
under the
control of
principle,
in whi
case it

wants, which is not the matter of our present con-
sideration,—but the virtue which the world Aas.

In speaking of benevolence or good-will, I have
spoken also of the feeling which is directly opposite
to it, ill-will: but I have not spoken of the feeling
(so to call it) which, though not thus directly op-
posite to it, is a far greater counter-worker of it, viz.
self-regard or self-engrossment.

This latter is of two kinds, according as there is
or is not applied to it such principle (as I just now
explained the word) as is consistent with it and does
not destroy its character.

Self-regard, without such principle, is self-in-
dulgence ; with it, it is that which is known by
various names, in later moral philosophy as self-love
or rational self-love, in common language either (with
blame implied) as selfishness or self-interestedness,
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or (in absence of blame) as prudence. The bteren iussmes
‘prudence’ is itself a term of praise or the supposed Ziecer~’
name of a virtue: it may be exercised on behalf of it ie selt-
others as well as on behalf of ourselves: it represents gence.
in fact all the lower portion of that which I have .
called principle: I mean by ‘lower,” all that portion

of it which is intellectual only, as distinguished from

what is moral. When prudence is exercised for our-
selves only, it is a virtue in so far as it is prudence

(as I said about principle in general): in so far as it”

18 for our own benefit alone, it is of no moral account.

The work of moral principle is threefold: first, to
make benevolence, as above described, prevail over
self-regard and self-engrossment ; second, to regulate
and govern the benevolence, in the way which I a
short time since mentioned: and third, to elevate,
stimulate, govern, and discipline, the individual dis-
positions in accordance with the above.

And of moral principle (all these divisions are to Twoforms
be taken very generally, for exact classifications, in a S,
subject such as we are now dealing with, are a mere
appearance) there are two forms: one more definite
and precise, which we will call the sense of duty:
the other more aspiring, but at the same time more
vague, which we will call the love of excellence.

The sense of duty goes by the name, with a large Sense of
number of moral philosophers, of conscience. The o o
word ‘conscience,’ at first signifying what in legal ()
phrase is called ‘guilty knowledge,” then the notion,
not far removed from this, of self-condemnation for
some particular offence, came at last to signify what
we may generally express as ‘the mind acting
morally’: judgment of actions or possible actions as
portions of, or contraventions of, duty, i.e. as in ac-
cordance with, or in opposition to, the ideal moral
law.
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In the case of conscience on the one side and the
moral law on the other, the same thing is to be said
which I have said in each case where we speak of
perception on our part of anything, viz. that we may
consider the reality and truth either to be on the
subjective side, and to consist in rightness of thought
or judgment, or to be on the objective side, and to
consist in the fact, that that which is supposed to be
perceived presents itself to us as it is: which of these

“two we do is of no further importance than in respect

Some, as
Butler,
take the
subjec-
tive view,
and speak
of con-
science;
others
the objec-
tive, and
speak of
the moral
law,

How far is
it true that

of their comparative facility of consideration; the
only thing of importance being that we must know
which we are doing, and avoid a confusion between
the two.

Of these two views that which may be called the
subjective has been taken by those moral philosophers
who speak much of conscience and little of the
moral law, or who consider conscience itself to be
that law: virtue, as Butler would describe it, is
the acting according to conscience (or the moral
mind) judging rightly.

Of what importance, however, are these two lat-
ter words ? and why is it not sufficient to say, that
virtue is acting according to conscience ?

We may say so altogether or absolutely, upon

action ase- ONEe supposition: and without any supposition, we

cording to
conscience
is right
action?

may say so approximately, and with a degree of
truth.

The supposition is, that we consider the operation
of anything and its ideal or proper operation the same
thing. On this view, ‘according to conscience’ would
mean-‘according to conscience judging rightly,’ for it
is the function of conscience to judge, and in mention-
ing it, we suppose it to discharge its function pro-
perly. It is on this view that philosophers speak of
reason as an authority in morality, or in fact, that
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we use the words ‘acting according to reason,” ‘rea-
sonable,’ at all: for reason may, actually, be wrong as
well as right, judge mistakenly as well as correctly ;
and when there is any danger of mistake from
taking the ideal view, a philosopher like Aristotle is
careful to take the actual one, and to say épfos Adyos,
right reason. It is in the same way that we speak
of conscience judging rightly.

But without any such supposition, and simply
considering how conscience actually does judge, there
is an approximate truth in our saying that virtue is
acting according to conscience, in this double way :
that conscientiousness is one step of virtue, and the
person- who makes the one step is likely to make the
other, and to be rightly conscientious, careful, in
theological language, to have his conscience well in-
formed : and next, that without the supposition of
such special care, conscience, when put in exercise, is
more likely to judge right than wrong : its wrong
Jjudgment will be the exceptional.

Butler may be said, not to make two virtues, but Butler
to give two different forms of virtue, which ought to it ot
fit together, and to be shown' to coincide, but whose 32 'im®

S con
fitting he does not sufficiently describe. His two Ec:::t::;“'
forms of virtue are ‘ conscientiousness,’ and ¢ the act- anoz’her a8
ing according to the public, rather than to the pnva.te 10,,06, o .
affections,” or, as he has also called it and I call it :’;ﬁ‘;}‘,&
here, ‘benevolence.” He has given what we may call the rels-

tion of

two moral philosophies without any account of their these to
relation to each other. I conceive, that in giving cachother.
what, as they stand in him, are two moral philoso-
phies, he is right: but that there wanted more ac-
count of their relation, and attempt to make them
one.

It is a part of this, and probably a part of the He shows

reason of it, that his account of conscientiousness is fi o
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hasau- Mot sufficient : he gives no reason why moral princi-
ﬁg{'{,’;, ple, or conscience, should be superior to intellectual
Palee; but principle, or prudence. The account which he gives
has an- of the supremacy of conscience is applicable to all of

or pru- -that which I have called principle, and in fact, is

over pru-

gﬁm’i",’l‘; only one particular, new, and striking form of the
ofanysort. universal account of it. Everything in our nature is
to be supposed for a purpose, and if either a faculty
whose function is to review does not review, or if its
Jjudgments of reviewal are unregarded, it is as good
as if it were not, and there is something wrong about
it. Every faculty, in its function, has given to it
authority for its function, and the supposed super-
vising faculty has the authority to supervise. But
this applies to reflection, or as I have called it prin-
ciple, of all kinds : and we want to know why moral
reflection has authority over other kinds of reflection,
Let us take then the stream of virtue composed,
so far as we have seen as yet, of the various con-
curring streams of benevolence: let us see what is
contributed to it by conscientiousness; and whether
that which is se contributed is of such importance as

to deserve to be considered the main stream.
[Dangerof 1 use the word conscientiousness rather than con-
poeiy- gcience, and in the same way I shall often use the
toms Word virtuousness instead of virtue in general, and
speak of forms or kinds of virtuousness instead of
particular virtues, because I prefer to use terms
which on the face of them, are plainly no more than
ahstract, the old abstract terms having been realized
and personified in a very perplexing way. Men are
conscientious or virtuous in the same way as they are
physically black or white: the terms may express
imperfectly what it is wished to express, but there is
no puzzle about them, no question as to what region
of thought they belong to; and conscientiousness or
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virtuousness is at once understood to be the abstract
substantive of the corresponding adjective.

The word conscientiousness may be applied in a Conscience
wider or narrower sense, but I am now going to of imagi-
use it in the narrower. I mean, it might mean sim- jepsitive.
ply sensitiveness: we might, if we liked to widen the 2°=
use of the word, speak of a conscience of benevolence,
and, in a way which I shall speak of presently, of a
conscience of honour. There is a kind of self-judg-
ment, taking account of benevolence alone, in refer-
ence to any past failure of benevolence on our part.
Independent of any feeling of right and wrong, with-
out anything that can be distinctly called self-con-
demnation, past unkindness on our part may be re-
membered by us with pain; and the thought of the
suffering which our unkindness may have caused,
may dwell in our minds most unpleasantly. That
this is a different thing from conscience is clear from
the consideration, that this feeling of the consequences
of our act may exist in cases in which the unkind-
ness (so still to call it) is justified by our real con-
science or sense of duty. Conscientiousness thus is
not simply sensitiveness in general : not simply the
imagination in application to our ‘actions towards
others, but one form only of such.

Again, in acting from benevolence only, without, or Dietine.
almost without, anything of what I have called prin- nevelens.

ciple, we may form ideals for action, and exercise our o8 in-

imagination in this way also. I say almost, because Principle

the acting for an ideal does always involve something but not

of principle or force exerted by the mind on itself : ° 2ane
it makes the action to some extent distinctively science.
intellectual. The amount to which it is intellectual
depends upon how far the force, which keeps us from
wandering from the ideal, is the imaginative presence

to our mind of others’ sufferings or pleasure, that is,
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a matter of feeling and theé same kind of thing as stirs
our benevolent impulse, or how far, on the other hand,
it is a resistance, from other quarters than this, to
those temptations and distractions from occasional
impulse or otherwise, which will always make acting
for an ideal an effort. Speaking generally, a person
who is to act distinctively for a benevolent ideal must
not be too distinctively benevolent. That is, he must
conceive benevolence in a large way which would be
disturbed in some degree by being too keenly alive
to the details of it. I mention this simply philosophi-
cally, without any insinuation : each of the two man-
ners of benevolence is good in its way. The thing
which I am saying, put in ‘an exaggerated way, has
been made a subject of reproach to supposed profes-
sional phﬂanthroplsts again, an exaggeration of the
. reverse.view has been made a reproach against emo-

tional iinpulse. I have nothing to do with these.
Conscientiousness or moral principle differs from
benevolent sensitiveness and idealization by having
reference, 1n the first instance, rather to what we do

than to what others feel.

Our active It will be remembered that I said some time since,
conjotned iD speaking of pain, that its being what we ought not
TUh O to inflict seemed to me quite as much a part of what

taresng- T may call the instinctive definition of it, as its being
gests that .
pain isnot Wwhat we do not like to suffer. It is commonly as-

o be in-
ficted on Sumed, that its unpleasantness to ourselves or rather,

othere.Just itg to-be-avoidedness is an immediate feeling (as no

joinedwith doubt it is), and its not-to-be-inflictedness a secondary
tent na- feeling which can only come to us after observation,
:ﬂ;f;’e,',fs on our part, of it in others, and sympathy with thelr

ihatitis guffering under it. This does not seem to me so.

avoided Our nature is, as I have tried before to describe, in
our- . s . . . .
selves.  itself, in its very rudiments, active and social as well

as sentient : i.e. weare, to start with, different beings,
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in every portion of our make, from what we should -
be, not only if we were going to grow up stones, but
if we were going to grow up in a world where motion
was impossible or in a world of necessary solitude.
Our active nature superadds this to our simply sen-
tient nature, that pain is instinctively felt by us not
only as unpleasant, but as to be avoided ; in other
words, that uneasiness causes movement : our social
nature, superadded, widens this into the more gene-
ral feeling, that pain is to be prevented, a fortior:
not to be caused or inflicted: there does not need
experience of pain in others, and actual sympathy
with their suﬁ'ering, for this: the supposition of their
resemblance to us is, if anything is, instinctive. We Thus our
find thus, from the very first, a determinant of our supphes
action beyond ourselves, a restraint, as it were, lai ;f'o‘;:'lg,'ﬂ.“
upon it. straint :
It is simply an expansion of this principle, when seconds

we find ourselves possessed with the notion that, in volent im-

hurting others, we are domg that which action is not P"** .

for; that such action is improper action, not the action

that should be ; that, as hurting ourselves is what ac-

tion is not for, and we call it unwise, so hurting others

is what action is not for, and we call it wrong. The

two notions, of that which we should not do, and of

the causing pain to others, are thus from the first in

.our nature combined : and thus, for the constituting

virtue, we have not only the mass of affection which

I have spoken of and called benevolence, but we have

the notion of restriction or determination of our own

action, and that to actions which are benevolent, and

against actions which are contrary to these: we have

'in fact the stream of principle, of should or ought, flow-

ing into that of benevolent emotional impulse, to

make virtue. Irmport.
Some notion or assumption of this kind was, I ance of

G. 10
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this consi- think, wanted by Butler, to make it appear how or
e why conscience (moral principle) determines action
thexels- ~ in the direction of benevolence rather than any other
conscience way. If virtue is made to consist at one time solely
lence; in conscientiousness and at another time solely in
benevolence, it ought to have been explained how it
is that, as a matter of fact, right moral judgment does
determine our action in the direction of. benevolence.
and also - Some consideration like that which I have given
thoat seems required, to tell us not only how it is that be-
oLoon-  nevolence is the conduct to which conscience impels
us, but also why conscience is to be looked on as some-
thing in human nature which should be thought
highly of, rather than as a weakness of it. Why is
the virtuous view, that conscience is to be honoured,
to be preferred to the vicious view, that ‘conscience
doth make cowards of us all,” that conscientiousness,
and the habit of taking ourselves to task as to what
we do, is a foolish weakness, that consideration for
others is a foolish weakness also? It seems to me,
that the real answer to these questions is contained
in the consideration that our very notion of pain is,
as much, that it is something wrong to inflict, as that
it is something which it is well or wise to avoid : in
this way we have from the first the conscientious feel-
ing leading us to direct our action so as not to inflict
pain, in the same way as we have the prudent feeling
Cont leading us to avoid it : and thus both conscientious-
science €88 and consideration for others are provided for in
aids bene- ), nature from the first, and cannot be considered

volence by

:‘;;":ﬂt as weaknesses into which it may fall.
:’ ofp&sed .The impulsive maxim then, or axiom of benevo-
prevontion lence, Love all in their degree (‘in their degree’

beban  marking the different nature of the affections which I
more posi- have spoken of ), becomes reinforced by the maxim of

tive idea
than the principle or conscience, less emphatic in its contents
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but more emphatic in its enforcement of them upon production
us, Hurt no one, neminem lede. ml;,l

Conscience is, as I described, another expression
for the sense of duty; and it will be remembered
- that I said that the notion of duty differed from
that of virtue in its generally negative or prohibi-
tive character; guarding against offence, rather
than pointing to heights of aspiration. This is
apparent in what I have given as the general maxim
of moral principle here. In speaking of the nature
of pain and pleasure, I shall endeavour to show
how it is, that pain is, as it were, the positive con-
sideration, and that pleasure, as it is called, does
not suggest the effort after it for ourselves and for
others, in the same immediate way in which pain
suggests the effort against it, and the disinclination
to inflict it. In the same way, as regards duty, pos-
sible offence against it is the positive consideration.
Conscience is not a stimulating, but a restraining
principle.

Still, as I said about duty, that it was an ideal, Con
so principle, as I have described it, may almost be :.?’L‘i'in“"
defined, as acting by an ideal. Conscience is com- a8
monly described as moral judgment: it might more merely
widely be described as moral imagination, including judgment.
Jjudgment where judgment is required. Each act of
conscience, as some moral philosophers have put the
matter, is a moral syllogism : there is a contemplated
action, as minor premiss, referred to a general princi-
ple, as major premiss. In reasoning, the syllogism is
only the conclusion of a long process of preparation in
the way of consideration of the subject, determination
of premisses, &c., just as a trial in law is the conclu-
sion and final result of a long process of investigation,
search after evidence, &c. This previous considera-
tion, in reasoning, is the work of imagination. In the

10—2



148 GENESIS OF VIRTUE:

-same manner conscientious judgment is the result of
a process of moral imagination : there are principles
in the mind, which correspond, in the subjective view
we are now taking, to the objective particulars of the
ideal moral law, or duty. The right information of
the conscience is the same thing, in the one way of
speaking, that the discovery what the moral law says
upon the subject in question, is in the other.
The and I will not however say more on conscience just
oomt’ mow: I shall speak of duty in the next chapter from
prineiple 5 s].ightly different point of view, and we may have to
excellence. refer again to the sense of duty, or conscience : I now
proceed to the love of excellence.

Our social Man’s sociality consists in his being born into
natnre  us S0Ciety with a number of beings who are not only
mmpa co-sentient with him, but co-active: and in his

having a nature correspondent with this. He is
ff,l;:’gﬁu imaginatively aware not only of their pains and plea-
and pur-  gyres, but also of their thoughts and purposes. The

gvoetil':ts former of these kinds of imaginative knowledge we

saresor call sympathy, and have spoken of it in treating of

Pan  henevolence : the latter has no word to express it,
not coming much into common consideration : we will
for the moment call it co-intelligence : though, as it
is a form of sympathy, I shall sometimes speak of it
under that term.

Our moral, I have already said of how much importance the
@ our 1n.

telloctual, KNOWD OF supposed gsympathy of others with our
J“"@m“ ts thought is in respect of our notions of truth. Inthe
::a ls!;ma?):- same way, all our conscientious or moral judgments
thy with are formed in imagined sympathy with the judgments
thejude: of others. The fact that this is so, has sometimes
others.  bheen perverted to signify that conscience is nothing

more than a representation to ourselves of the pro-

bable judgments of others, that thus it is no indivi-
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dual judgment, and only a cowardly abdication of our

own authority over ourselves, a mis-subordination of"
our conduct. But this is only in close analogy with
our intellectual judgments. When we judge evenin
a simple matter of sight, as e. g. that such a tree is
green, we may be said implicitly to make the asser-
tion, that others think so too, or would if they were
in our position. If anything led us to doubt this
assertion, we should doubt the tree’s being green, in
spite of our eyes. For we see, as it were, not with
eyes of our own, but with all men’s eyes, and if any-
thing made us think we saw with eyes of our own
distinctively from this, we should not have the faith
in our senses which we are considered to have. When
anything leads us to test our knowledge from what
I have called the subjective point of view, that is,
whether we see rightly or correctly, or however it
may be, we instinctively have recourse to what is the
real meaning of truth from this point of view, viz.
what I will call ideal or right thoughtness, towards
which the thought of our fellow-intelligent beings is
an approximation.

In analogy with this, our conscientious judgments
also are always made in the imagined company of our
fellow-moral beings. We encourage ourselves with
their imagined approval, (even with no thought of ac-
tual knowledge on their part), and reproach ourselves
with all the imagined authority of their common
voice.

The importance of this imagined union of the
general moral judgment with our own we shall see
more fully directly. But I turn first to something
else.

We are all, by our very nature, each other’s rivals Ouractive,
in action, .e. the action of one stimulates another. %54 -
This may be said to be hardly more than another way osial
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makesus Of expressing the union of sociality with activity.
m’;:t'This consideration, in some respects, acts in the direc-
o omds . tion against virtue. There is in the world a great
deal of conflict of interests, and this notion of rivalry
with each other leads to an imaginative generaliza-
tion of this partial conflict, .e. to a sort of half-formed
notion that another’s happiness is a loss to ourselves.
This is the disposition to vague general grudging,
sometimes called envy, and not uncommon. I have
already said something about this rivalry for happi-
ness.
but in Were action really to be considered a necessary
e evil, only existing in the universe on account of the
insufficiency of happiness, this mutual rivalry would
probably all act on the side of vice. But, as it is,
action is as natural to man as enjoyment, as much a
pleasure as a pain : and we are each other’s rivals in
action independently of being rivals for the object
which the action is to gain.
This is Hence arises that rivalry, as I will for a moment
the rivalsy ¢all it, in worth, merit, or moral value, which is a
e main mover of the world, and a far more efficient
fl anaid agent in aid of virtue than rivalry of interests is a
" difficulty on the other side. This rivalry in worth is
not a mere dispute as to which shall have the most of
men’s approbation, but a stimulating of the good in
one by the thought of the good in another.
Realworth  The words signifying ‘virtue’ in modern languages
i o have been transferred or translated from ancient phi-
tested by Josophy without independent life in themselves, but
m ;!ild the notions from which the old terms started were all,
by estima- more or less, of excellence or comparative worth. What
% may be called the fact of excellence is worth : the test
of it is‘actual excelling, or comparison : and the pre-
sumption of it, or a presumption for it, is estimation.
ot ein 1 have discussed ‘moral value’ above, and the con-



ITS INTELLECTUAL ELEMENTS, PRINCIPLE. 151

sideration of worth must go upon the principles laid usefalness
down there. A man’s worth in the universe is his use- s ses.
fulness taken in connexion with the personal qualities fmfer-
which cause or accompany that usefulness, not his use- lities.
fulness alone, even supposing we take a very elevated

view of the nature of usefulness. The high estimation

for instance of courage among the Romans, which
caused ‘virtus’ to represent, in conjunction, both
courage as worth, and worth as courage, was not

solely because courage was, in a state of society like

theirs, what the state most wanted, but because they,

like all men, had an independent admiration of
courage.

The test of worth is actual excelling, and here we Men are

come to that rivalry of which I have just spoken. The f wtsch
rivalry or contest for superiority or excelling is a force 'este,
of great moment in the world, both for evil and for
good. It is different from the conflict of interests.
This latter arises from our sentient nature ; and not
only to the extent to which it exists, but also to the
extent to which it is imaginatively expanded, it is
altogether a difficulty in the way of virtue, though an
important field for virtue to exercise itself in. The
rivalry for excelling, on the other hand, in the main
line of its operation, is more.an aid than a hindrance
to virtue : men, as active beings, are rivals of each
otherin many efforts and pursuits whichare unworthy,
but in more that are worthy. There are however a
variety of subsidiary feelings most of which are against
virtue : these are suspicions, jealousies, chafings under
defeat or inferiority, sour regrets, and other feelings
of that nature.

I mentioned some time since, that active or unoc- This
casioned ill-will from one sentient being to another s
was hardly conceivable. If we are to imagine then a R&inly

o« e . favouring
beginning for moral evil or wrong, we shall probably virtue yet
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look for it in the conflict of interests, and the rivalry

D b connected with that. If we suppose a state where
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this is not possible, we shall still have remaining, for
supposition, the rivalry for superiority which is an
incident of the co-existence of any active beings.
Accordingly, when people have theorized about the
beginning of moral evil, this is what they have very
commonly supposed: and the way in which it has
been expressed has been by saying, that the mother
of all offence, the arch-sin, is pride, or, in Wolsey’s
language, ambition. It is here that there seems most
readily possible a passage from good to evil, a sort of
transmutation of the one into the other.

For it is clear that ambition, in so far as it is a
desire to excel another in pursuits or efforts which
are proper for both, has nothing in it of evil, but is,
on the contrary, a most powerful agent on the side of
virtue and good. Our sociality, 1. e. our living in the
society of fellow-moral beings, is not only an occasion
for benevolence, but it is (and that independent of
mutual estimation, which I shall consider directly) a
most powerful stimulant to action: the thought of
companions in the same endeavour communicates
courage, animates enterprize, and makes moral action
quite a different thing from what it would be if we
were solitary actoss.

It requires however a considerable effort of abs-
traction, though one occasionally very necessary, to
consider the effort only without the estimation, or, in
other words, to consider our fellow-moral beings only
as fellow-combatants, and not at all as witnesses : we
had better therefore proceed to that which I have

-spoken of as being a presumption of excellence, viz.

estimation.
I mentioned some time since that, so far as their
derivation goes, the words expressing excellence are
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very likely to express, in the first instance, the esti-
mation of it, as is the case for instance with the term
‘honestus.” If we want to express anything so abs-
tract as the ideally right, we must do it through the
medium of some metaphor (as it is frequently called)
or, more properly, through the medium of something
different from it, nearer to us, and less abstractl.
Of course then we are always liable to the charge,
that this latter is really all that we mean, that we
have nothing in our minds beyond. And it is diffi-
cult to meet the charge: for, to express what we
have beyond, we can only use some other metaphor,
and so fall under the charge again.

Hence it has been often said that the praiseworthy of ean-
means really no more than the praised : that we have the by
no meane of knowing what sort of conduct is worthy worthy |
of approval, except by seeing what generally is ap- praised.
proved : and that in fact there is no meaning in talk-
ing of worthiness, beyond this. The notion, that the
conduct which goes by the name ef virtue is entirely Some phi-
a result of man’s love of others’ approbation, that the 1ecPier
term has in men’s minds nothing else corresponding thatvirtue

to it and means nothing else, has been widely held, more than

and has taken various forms. If, when anything of ;:2%::1:3'
this kind is said, it is still allowed that men praise
what is praiseworthy, and that therefore the faet of
their praising virtue is an argument that virtue is in
itself, independently of their judgment, worthy of
praise, then what is said really is that men are actu-
ated by an inferior motive in doing that which it is

well they should do from any motive ; that they are

1The author was in the habit of using the word diznoematism to
express this universal law of language. See his (posthumous) articles on
Glossology in the Cambridge Journal of Philology, vols. 1v, v. As an
instance of fallacious reasoning grounded on inattention to this law, it
may suffice to refer to Mr Matthew Arnold’s examination of terms ex-
pressive of existence, in-the Contemporary Review for Nov. 1874—Eb.
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doing right with a very imperfect conception of what
they are doing, and, though looking upon virtue, mis-
take the outside and dress of it for itself, possibly
with disadvantage to their practice, possibly not. If,
on the other hand, people do not regard general praise
as a sign of a thing being praiseworthy, but stop at
the fact of the general praise, then there arises
the view of virtue which treats it as conventional.
Thrasy.  Lhe rudest form of this view is that maintained against
machas’  Socrates, that men wish others to be virtuous, while
itis  wishing, if possible, to avoid being so themselves;
:w:;fm that everybody therefore praiseés virtue, in order to
induce his neighbour to it, that being what is to his
own interest ; that hence there is universal praise of
virtue, with universal desire, in each one, to avoid the
practice of it ; that with some, the love of the praise
conquers this desire, and these are the virtuous.
This The thing may be put, and has been put, in a
ﬂ:k::mg great many other ways, and on all of them the same
from ol gort, of thing is to be said which has been said on
tiousness, the Hobbistic notion of duty, to which this is the
makes be- counterpart in respect of virtue. It seems to me,
nevolence that those who, in the interest of natural theology,
rostie. look for skilful contrivances on the part of the
Creator, could find none more skilful than this,
were the world such as philosophers of this kind
consider. It goes further than the simpler Hobbistic
notion, of universal mutual hostﬂlty producing uni-
versal kindness: if everybody can injure everybody,
it is the best policy for all that nobody should injure
anybody. But in this notion of virtue we have
virtue in a manner existing without itself—existing,
and not existing. It is the effort on the part of
each to escape being virtuous himself, which pro-
duces such virtue as exists. In order to avoid it
himself, everybody praises it in others; and this
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universal praise has its effect on some : hence virtue.
The contrivance is admirable.

But why are men really to be supposed thus
double-minded, and to praise not because they do
like, but because they do not ?

Without however going to any such extent as
the above, almost all philosophers who are jealous
of intuitivism are more or less driven to Hobbistic }
views on this part of moral philosophy, and are thus
liable to the same censure as the above. When
people are said to be influenced to virtue by what,
in the language of many philosophers, is called the
moral sanction, this moral sanction is often described
as the general approbation of the thmg to be done, as
virtue. Now with what view is this approbation
given ? If those who approve approve because they
think the thing ought to be approved, they must
think also it ought to be done, and must themselves
feel, more or less, the ‘disposition to do it, though,
in the particular case, this disposition in them might
be overcome : then, speaking generally, the person
who is supposed to be influenced by this moral
sanction will be influenced also by the feelings
which produce (in the supposed approvers of the
thing) the moral sanction, and will himself approve
the -thing in the same way that they do: and this
is the real moral sanction, rather than the other
second-hand one, however as a fact, as no one would
dispute, this latter may come in aid. I said just
above, ‘speaking generally,” because doubtless there
are many particular cases in which the individual
himself would not have the feelings which cause the
approval in others: but where this is so, it is not
any moral sanction or influence which moves him,
but respect or care for others’ opinion.

If, on the other hand, those who describe the

Virtue is
really ap-
proved
with the
feeling

that it is
worthy of
approval,

Any other

view is



156 . GENESIS OF VIRTUE :

untrae to moral sanction as above will not allow that the ap-

natare,  probation of virtue, in the approvers, is determined
by their feeling that it is worthy of approbation,
then their view is really that which I mentioned
before, though not rudely expressed like it. They
must hold that there exists an opinion, resting at
best upon nothing, resting poessibly, like that, on
the feeling in the approvers that the thing approved
is undesirable, not desirable.

All notions of this kind, to whatever extent
carried, of people making, in whatever manner, in-
terested or heartless or unmeaning conventions by
which individuals are influenced to what is then
called virtue, are evidently untrue to human nature,
and do not represent any fact. The approbation of
others is in many respects a most powerful influ-
ence on the side of vistue: but when it acts as a
really moral influence, then it is united with an
approval by the man himself of the thing which the
others approve, and this is conscience.

As imagi- All the various attempts which have been made
?.;;;:th, to discredit virtue because it is what is highly
sombines esteemed among men, seem to me founded on error.
thought of | have described how the fact, that our conscience

as right or judges in conjunction with the imagined judgment

WroR8i  of others, is not a moral weakness, but a part of
our nature and of our manner of judging altogether,
intellectual as well as moral. I will speak now of
some feelings cognate to conscience, in which this
character, of reference to the imagined judgments
of others, is more prominent.

and as I mentioned that benevolent sensitiveness made

‘f‘,,;:g,;’g; a sort of conscience, .e. that we think about, and
think over, our conduct in respect of it, not properly

with self-approval or self-condemnation, for that
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would belong to our real conscience, but with plea-

sure in the imagination of the pleasure we may have
caused, and pain in the imagination of the pain we

have caused, or the pleasure we have refrained from
causing : brooding and imagination in these respects

will produce a benevolent sensitiveness, in a manner

very analogous to that in which reflection and

moral judgment will produce conscientiousness.

Similarly, we may form an ideal to ourselves of— soit

excellence, I might say, worth, worthiness : none o combines
them express with sufficient wideness the notion. thousht of

. o . our action
It is superiority without reference to any as sur- as worthy

passed ; praiseworthiness or admirableness without thy, with-
reference to actual admiration. Almost every one, ;’;f,;i‘,’,’g
from the highest to the lowest, forms some sort of e i,
ideal of this kind. The degree of moral importance ence of
of .any such ideal depends upon two considerations : g::ght.
how far what it is concerned with has really moral
value, and how far it is—not disengaged from the
thought of others’ actual estimation of us, for that
it cannot be nor would it be well it was, but—with
a strong root of self-judgment and self-trial in our-
selves independent of this.

Favourable estimation of a man by others on Thisisthe
grounds of excellence, worth, or superiority is called jome.!
honour of him, and a man who is in such a position 224

is said to be honoured or to be in honour. The shame.
regard on a man’s part to his own self-judgment
in the above particulars, in conjunction with the
imagination of the judgment of others about him,
or, which is the same thing, his care for a deserved
estimation of this kind by others, is called ‘a sense
of honour” And if he acts at all systematically
in this respect, or has an ideal law, rule, principle
of this kind to go by, this is ‘called, in reference to
him, honour, or the law of honour. More generally,
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the same notion is expressed by self-respect, or a
regard to character.

The opposite condition to a man’s being n honour
is his being in disgrace, and the state of mind of
feeling disgrace is called ‘shame.” ‘Shame’ indeed is a
word of earlier, more positive, and wider signification
than honour. And for this reason I shall often call
what I defined above as the sense of honour, in its
wide application, the sense of honour and shame.

It is more difficult to distinguish the sense of
honour and of shame from conscience, or the sense
of duty, than it is to distinguish benevolent sensi-
tiveness from that. The sense of honour has the
appearance of being a higher feeling than the sense
of duty, in so far as in some respects it is freer, and
there is not in it any thought of penalty, or dread
of that kind. On the other hand, it is lower than
the sense of duty, as there is certainly more imagi-
native reference in it than in that to men’s opinion
and judgment: it is therefore less individual and
self-held ; it has less hold of real moral value or
merit ; it is more likely to be fantastical and con-
ventional ; it stands more apart from benevolence ; it
is more occupied with our relation to our equals, or
to those equally strong with us, than to the weaker:
and hence the ideal law which it sets before us becomes
often strangely at variance with that of duty.

But the sense of honour and shame, as to the
manner of its acting, is exactly a conscience like the
sense of duty: it judges, controls, supervises, if we
are to use such language, exactly as that does: it
Jjudges of law and fact, 7.e. reminds us that we have
done such and such a thing, and tells us that we
have been wrong in doing it, exactly as that does:
it is a moral reason, and syllogizes, as that does,
bringing particular facts under a general principle.
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The sense of honour and the sense of duty coin-
cide to the extent to which, keeping strictly to the
term ‘honestum,” we identify the honourable with
the right. To the extent to which we identify
it with the ‘beautiful,’ (supposing the word xaAdy
ambiguous between this and the honourable), for
_ the sense of duty or honour we have a kind of
elevated sesthetic sense: on this another time.

Adopting now ‘self-respect’ in reference to the Failings

sense of honour as the analogous term to conscien- i 2%
tiousness in reference to the sense of duty, we have respect.
three ways of possible wrong about it: (1) a man
may be deficient in self-respect, or, supposing him
to have it, it may be to a great degree unregarded,
or not powerful ; just as conscience, with all its de
Jure authority, may not have actual power: or, (2)
a man’s self-respect may, like his conscience, be
mis-informed : he may act strictly from considera-
tions of honour, but may have an exceedingly bad
code of honour: or, (3) his self-respect may be of
a bad kind, bad in the manner of it, mixed with bad
feelings : we shall see how.

One of the many ways, true, if not over-stated, selt-re-
in which virtue may be described, is that it is the spect is es-
substitution of one kind of self-regard for another; ;‘;‘;‘; :t“d
the substitution of self-respect for self-indulgence be ssori-
and self-interestedness; of regard to character (z.e. self-indul-
actual character, of which repute is an image or &
mark) for regard to pleasure and advantage. It is
as much a part of virtue to foster self-attention, in
this point of view, as it is to restrain self-attention,
in the view of enjoyment. If this is forgotten, there
is a danger, greatest perhaps in the cases in which the
impulse to virtue is the strongest, of what we might
call the suicide of morality by some such supposition
as this: “the end which I want to gain is, by the
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allowance of all, a. worthy and a noble one, one which
is worth any sacrifice : what matters it what I do,
one individual like me, and why should I not sacri-
fice to it myself, my conscience and character? Why
should I not gain it by crime ? There is then a noble
end gained, and to counterbalance this there is
nothing but my moral self-ruining; what am I in-
the universe, that this should be of any count? Is
not moral self-sacrifice of this kind even nobler and
worthier, because greater and more difficult, than any
other kind of self-sacrifice!?”

Utiltari. On any kind of utilitarianism, or supposition of

would 1ead the moral value of actions being all in their results,

nero, ° I do not see what answer could be given to this,
except the following: You must take care that others
do not imitate you in this particular, for if they do,
that very powerful motive to virtue, regard for cha-
racter, will become depreciated. To which the man
would rejoin, No fear, there will not be many like
me: it is an emergency, and I feel how much I am
sacrificing : depend upon it, regard for character
and reputation will always be powerful enough in
the world : well if it is not too powerful. The man
who feels like me its value, who knows what he is
doing, has a right to sacrifice it.

Self-re- The proper view seems to me to be, that self-

S ette respect, or regard for our real character (as distin-

opposite

of selfish- oyished from reputation) instead of being, so to speak,
helpe self- 4 very elevated form of selfishness, so as to be a mat-
" ter in which a sacrifice of self could possibly be made,

is really exactly the reverse of selfishness, or self-
interestedness, if we take even the widest and hlgheet

views of this. Our own moral individuality is a

matter of entirely different nature from our individual

1 The name ‘ Danton’ is written by the side in the MS,, no doubt
with a reference to the famous words ‘ gue mon nom soit flétri, que la
Frange soit libre’—Eb.
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interest, and is not a thing which, like that, can pos- -
sibly be matter of sacrifice. It is very well to put
our individual interest in the scale against a mass of

- public interest, and sacrifice that: but the putting
our individual virtue or moral being in the scale
against the same, and sacrificing that, is another
matter. No amount of the one will in reason bear
down the other. To the éxtent to which we feel the -
promotion of the public good our duty, we shall, in
reason, feel the force of duty in general, and not
sacrifice duty even for that.

.Moral self-maintenance then, so to call it, is the
temper of virtue, exactly in the same way us self-
"abnegation or self-sacrifice is with reference to indul-
gence and to interest. And the way of this self-
maintenance is by conscientiousness and self-respect ;
by the existence, 1.e. of such feelings, and by their
effectivenessfor action. .

-Self-respect thus, as well as conscientiousness, to becanse it
the extent to which we consider them different, brings whove the
in a large reinforcement to the stream of virtue, ItsSam°fer

-operation is, to encourage feelings and conduct of that interests.
kind which I described as having moral value accord- -
ing to the first ideal, not the second, the value, 7. e. -
not of utility, but of self-transcendence and self-sacri-
fice. Conduct which has this kind of value has far
most usually the other kind as well (the converse not
being true); for conduct which I just now called
self-maintenance, care for our moral self, is more or
less the same thing as superiority to the care, in any
undue extent, of ourself in the point of view of indul-
gence and interest. Hence the aim or purpose of
action transcends self in the same degree in which
the moral principle is firmly self-rooted: care for our
own moral being involves no conflict of interest,

G. . * 11
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appropriates nothing which anybody else could have,
does not subtract (or at least need not and ought not
to subtract) any time or labour from others’ utility,
but directs conduct to this from another side, and
gives an additional value and energy to the conduct
which is for it.

The idesls  Conscientiousness and self-respect are both kinds
set before

us by oon- Of What, T have called principle: this we have seen:
soenees” and they both idealize, 1. e. act very much by the way
selbre-  of imagination,.fill our mind with, or set before our
may bo mind, an ideal of conduct which we consider ought
eroneo™™ to be our conduct: particular conduct suggested to
us we judge one way or the other according to its
conformity to this ideal. .

But is this ideal, in either of the cases, a.lwa.ys a
good one ?

There is no doubt but that it is often far from
being 80, and where this is the case, both conscienti-
ousness and self-respect become ministers of vice and
wrong, not of virtue. In themselves they are still
each good, as I have already said in reference to

. conscientiousness: the acting by principle is good, and
. the man is in a way which ought to have led him
right; but owing to circumstances, particular indeed,
but .by no means very unlikely to occur, it has led
him wrong.
Thisis I explained before why a man’s being conscien-
theease tious makes it more probable than otherwise that he
Tinw will act right: and exactly the same may be said of
::;t”'m self-respect.
with that Itis commonly considered that the sense of hon-
science; OUr and of shame is a less sure guide in conduct than
conscience is. This is so partly in one respect which
I shall treat of soon, viz. in the manner of the feel-
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ing: is it so in the view of the idea] law or ideal of
conduct, which it supposes, being more likely to be a
false and bad one ? :

It probably is, but still there are various tthgB skl con.
which must be considered as to this. When con- needstobe
scierice has been written about, it has been generally, fio7med:
even by the best philosophers, with a strange inat- 8';1;}:::&
tention to the distinction between the ideal view of bave real
conscientiousness, in which conscience is supposed to” snthority
be properly performing its function, and the actual
view of it, as it exists in men, associated with all -
sorts of error. The Republic of Plato with its ruling
reason, and the Butlerian system or constitution with
conscience for its regulator, never admit the possi-
_bility of the reason and the regulator going wrong,
or what is to happen then? But it is clear that one -
of two things must be thecase, If Butler means by
conscience. the ideal conscience; necessarily right, then
men’s actual conscientiousness, the conscience in each
of them, is quite a different thing (for it is often in
error), and in that case there is a wide field of moral .-
philosophy which he quite passes over, which should
consider the relation of the aetual conscientiousness
to the ideal conscience, and the means by which each
i8 to know whether his own individual conscience
tells him right. If on the other hand, Butler means -
by conscience the actual conscience or conscientious-
ness of particular men, then there is entirely omitted
by him all that large subject which is called by theo-
logians the tnformation of conscience : and what is of
more consequence (for in general a writer is not to be
blamed for what is nof in' his book, unless he pro--
fesses to give it), the descriptions of the authority or -
rightful supremacy of consecience lose very much of
“ their point and meaning, The authority becomes
exceedingly untrustworthy it is & judge requiring

‘ 11—2
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supervision, a sentinel who wants a sentinel over him :
and hence the question, as difficult in morals as in
-politics, about the right of resistance to this autho-
rity, and whether conscience really ought always to
be obeyed.

Honour ‘While honour has been idealized by some pthoso-

has more
reference phers in a manner not very different from conscience,

t0.9PWo% many more have set themselves to describe the evils
. liabledo of its action when wrongly applied, a thing which has
‘tional and been but, little done in the case of conscience. Not
Prieiots. t6 dwell on the fact that honour has become a cant
term among many persons professing to be guided by
. it, so that any true notions of it have been superseded
by mere conventionalities, it cannot be denied that
considerations of honour are more capricious, more
liable to error, than anything which can be called
conscience; and this ma.inly on account of the greater
reference in them to opinion, or, which is the same
thing, on account of the greater strength and inti-
mateness of the individual feeling which really lies at
“«  the root of the other, though both, in different de-
grees, associate themselves with opinion. The indi--
vidual feeling is of the same kind in both; it may be
described as ‘regard, not for self’ (except for doing
right), but for others:’ in duty or conscience it is
simpler, plainer, less aspiring, more intimate.
Howoon-  Qur sense whether of duty or of honour is, with
and sense €ach one of us, as to the particular circumstances of
ot bonour jt, the product of our particular individua.lity,' of our
cated.  education, of the companions we have had, and of the
life we have lived : by all this each sense is educated
or informed : but still there is something in each
sense which is the same’ with everybody. Of train-
ing and education I hope to speak hereafter.
There remains now to speak of conscientiousness
and the sense of honour as to the manner in which
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they exist in a man; I mean as to the particular nature
of the feeling, and what feelings it is associated with.
What I have just said has had reference to the ap-
plication of the feeling, or its content, as some might
express it, 7. e. the conduct which it urges upon us:

but independently of this, there may be a very great . -

. difference in the feeling itself; mére especially per-
haps in the case of the sense of honour.
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APPENDIX .ON CONSCIENCE AND HONOUR:

Let us proceed now to consider the nature of introversion
of the mind, or consciousness, or reflexion, not in its imtel-
lectual, but in its moral bearing.

* The simplest, readiest, and most superficial thought about
one’s self, is about one’s own enjoyment and provision for
one’s self —what I have called above, self-care. If it has how- -
ever much of the character of thought, it would be better

" called ‘self-interestedness’ This sort of reflexion furnishes

Self-esti-

mation (2).

of course sometimes self-congratulation, as on occasion of suc-
cess; sometimes self-reproach, as on occasion of failure by
one’s own mistake.

Another sort of thought about one’s self is what I will
call self-estimation. By this I mean that consciousness which
is concerned with the various feelings, good or bad, of pride,
vanity, shame, modesty, and. many others of the like kind.
Phis sort of - thought about one’s self furnishes, as we know,
often much of self-congratulation and pleasure; often, again,
much of self-reproach and pain, and that of the bitterest. -

1 In the last paragraph of the 9th chapter, it is said that ‘it still
remains to speak of the particular nature of the feelings of conscien-
tiousness and honour, and of the mauner in which they are associated
with other feeling:’ and, in the original MS., the following loose
jottings appear at the end of the paragraph: ¢Is it like pride, or like
what? Discussion of the feelings of pride, vanity, &c’ I have thought
it well therefore to supply from earlier MSS. what the author inténded
to insert here. Tho first passage is taken from a course of lectures
marked II. 1.: this is followed by a quotation from-an older MS,, of a
soméwhat fragmentary character, marked b; and this again by quotations
from MSS. G and @ forming part of a long series intermediate in age.
The commencement of each quotation is ‘narked in the notes. In
bringing together a number of passages, written a{ different times upon
the sume subject, it is inevitable that there should be a certain amount
of repetition and want of order; but each passage seemed to me to
contain something of independent value, and I did not fee} justified in
making the alterdtions which would have been required in order to fuse
them into one whole. Ebp. )
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. Both these kinds of thought about one’s self are natural

as to the fact of them, but as regards the form and detail,
they are almost entirely the creatures of education and cus-
tom. :

Conscience is a feeling, on the whole, intermediate between Consci-
these two, but containing in it elements not belonging to %" (3)
either. Self-reproa,ch ansmg from the first of the feehngs I
mentioned is in the main of the nature of fear; 5o is the self-
reproach arising from a guilty conscience: self-reproach arising
~ from the latter of these is of the nature of shame;. so again is
that of' conscience. Again, there is in the reproach of con-
science self-blame for a failure: this is the same sort of blame
as prudential self-blame, but ‘it is for a higher nobler cause:
it is failure and coming short of the right, instead of failure
as to the useful. Similarly, on the other hand, there is in the
reproach of conscience a sympathetic self-condemnation, by
which I mean a self-condemnatiori accompanied by the_feel- -
ing that others, to the extent to which they know what we
~ know, condemn us likewise, and if they knew all that we know,

. would condemn us altogether. This is a feeling closely anal-
ogous to the general feeling of shame, as we shall have to.
see; but it is more pointed and particular; it conveys to us
the idea not only of failure and disgrace, but of astonishment
at and shrinking from ourselves, that it should be so. And
conscience contains in it the element of sympathetic feeling
in another way belonging to it alone. It is the pleading and
remonstrance in our imagination of those whom we may have
wronged. It is the imaginative putting ourselves in the .
place of others.

: Consclence, a8 it is usually treated by moralists, is looked Consci
upon in its medium state of neither self-approval nor self- {f; hnguished
reproach but as an inward voice, indicating to us, on the from the
occasion of an action presenting itself, what is its moral ,mw
character, whether good or bad. Conscience clearly does this,
so far 4s it does it, by the incipient tendency to the self-
approval or self-reproach, by the anticipating of the one
or the other, according to what we do under the circum-
stances. Conscience is said to be the reason acting morally;

. but it is this only properly for ourselves, and on a real occa-
sion for action, and the term is not properly applied to
general moral judgment on occasion of action of others, or

-
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action merely suggesting itself to our imagination. No doubt,
with certain qualifications to be mentioned, the Judgments of
these two are likely to be in harmony, and it is by the
education of the moral judgment that the conscience is to be
made what it should be: but the extension in this manner
of the word conscience has produced many practical incon-
veniences, which we shall see.

" In regard of all the forms of introversion of thought, or

our idea of Teflexion, it is a matter of interest and importance to ascer-

truth both

tain how far there enters in sympathy with the 1magmed
judgments of others.

As to this, it is first to be considered what is the meamng
in any case of our judgments being supposed to be inde-
pendent of the presumed judgments of others ; and next what
is the real nature of shame. .

Intellectually, the presumed accordance of our judgment:
with that of others is one of the two great canons of convic-
tion, or feeling of truth, the other being that the judgment is

‘what we can certainly wct upon, with expectation of such

and such results. One definition of truth which we instinct-
ively give to ourselves is, that it is the common thought and
conviction of rational beings : or in other words, a part of the
definition of truth is, that what is true for one intellect is
true for another. Reason removes us from a region of par-

‘ticular and wilful thought into one in which the thought

belongs no longer to us alone, but to united intelligence.
This is in some respects what is meant when we are told of
the submission and bowing down of the intellect to nature
and to fact, the giving up the idols of individuality, and the

. yielding ourselves to truth. In this réspect, the advance of

knowledge in the individual is his entering more and more
into the commonwealth of rational beings: it is intellectually
an unselfing, a gradual passage from thoughts, distinct, sepa-
rate, and individual, .to -thoughts more than sympathetic,

-really common and identical. The true is something fixed

and limited independently of us, and’ in entering upon it
we quit our own will, as we are aware that others do also;
their wills otherwise being individually various. In their
common judgment, therefore, we take them as not speak-
ing from themselves, but from the truth independent of
them.
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We must thus bear in mind, that in regard of truth of
any kind, one part of the conviction®of it in ourselves con-
-'sists in our supposition that others, though they may not
perhaps think as we do (for they very likely do not know the
circumstances, or may be mistaken), yet still judge in.a man-_
ner which would inevitably make them think so, if they knew
what we know, and were in the same position as we,are.
- All certainty is thus fortified in our minds by the imagined
‘sympathy of others in our thoughts, and it may be ques-
. tioned whether without this support we could individually
maintain it.

Whether we care much, or do not, for the particular
opinions of those whom we are actually concerned with; de-
pends very muchupon our partieular dlsposmon but sup-
posing we maintain in our minds our awn opinion against
~ theirs, the question whether we maintain it as true, or simply
- as ours, depends very much upon how far in our imagination
we appeal from their judgment to a more general and higher
Jjudgment. If we feel that our judgment is true, we feel that
we cannot be alone in holding it, but that we are in sympathy
with universal reason. - ‘

Imagination therefore of the judgment of others is more and
or less a necessary part of the judgment of ourselves, so far moral
as we conceive this judgment of ourselves to be sincere and
true. And the growth of conscience, and of our observation
of the consequences, and therefore of the character of actions, -
is accompamed from the first b) a growth also of thought of
the opinion of others.

- The first and readiest form of Judgment of ourselves and The sim-
idea of others’ judgment of us is in reference to the com- Plestiorm

of regard
parison of us with others, as to one form or another of merit, for other
excellence, and superiority. persons

In regard to this, it is important for us to remember that refi::to
though we may fix independently what are the proper points oot
of human excellence and merit, the 7o va, the honestum,
yet that which measures it, and gives it in one respect its
apecial character, is the fact of one man’s excelling or being
-superior to others. And as the morality of feeling is in dan-
ger of erring on the side of weakness, the morality of justice -

-on that of over-exactness and yet insufficiency, and the
morality of reason on that of selfishness, so the morality of
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freedom and honour is in danger of emng on the side of

rivalry, comparison, and pride.
The number of words expressing modifications of feehng
connected with our judgment of ourselves, and ourthoughts

.of others’ judgment of us, in reference to our possession of

supposed points of excellence or superiority, and our doing
things generally well or ill, is in all languages very large.
There is also much complication in regard to the degree
of truth in the judgment, the mixture of judgment of one-
self with regard for the judgment of others, the sort of bear-
ing and action which the judgment leads to, and much
besides. .
The first feeling .of this kind which I wil]l mention is the
general one of aides, or regard, respect, reverence for opinion
and custom and the judgment of others. Aristotle makes
this’ regard for others’ feeling a sort of fear, comparing it
with actual fear or ¢680s. This moral or imaginative fear
is a real passion, attended with the bodily #dfos of blushing,
in the same manner as actual fear is attended with pale-
nees, shivering, and its other accompaniments. We might
make a scheme of aidds, similar to that which might be made
as to actual fear, ¢pdBos, and fix the proper place between
impudence and bashfulness for the virtue of moral courage,
as we should between rashness and cowardice for the virtue
of simple or actual courage. Aristotle is rather disposed to
place the mean, as with actual fear, nearer the side of bold-
ness, answering to what we should call moral courage; but
we shall probably consider that there is at any rate another
virtue nearer the other extreme, which we should call
modesty. This it is which is allws or aloyivn, as a good
quality. There is not however much resemblance between
the two kinds of fear, so to call them, between the Latin

" verers and metuere. They have in common something of the

It belongs
especially
- to youth,

nature of restraint, but not much besides.

Aiddis, as shame, is, in one.shape or another, an instinctive
feelmg of the growing intelligence. It is evidently a feeling
answering to and fitted for a state of understood comparative -
ignorance in the presence of others supposed to be wise and
experienced: it is the graceful awkwardness of expanding and
inexperienced intelligence and feeling, corresponding to the
same facts as we see them in tbe external frame. The eyes
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and the judgment of those supposed superior and-wiser dre
thus naturally shrunk from, and, in default of knowledge as
yet unformed, opinion and custom are, may be foolishly,
reverénced: the fact of this being so is one of the main
sources of the ductility and docility of man’s mind. There
can be in the youth but little intelligent self-confidence, for
. he is but little tried and known even to himself : and in the
absence of it, he is eminently the creaturé of association or
tompanionship, and of respect. The first is the habitual
modifier of his mind, the general stiffener of it in its plia-
bility : the second, the ‘ingenuus pudor’ -of the Latins, is
what indeed large classes of society are almost compelled by
. their circumstances to grow up without, but the loes of which-
can probably never be made up to them,

This aidas, or respect for the feeling of others, is a com-

" plicated sentiment, for there is in it both a feeling of its .
reasonableness and of the rea.l superiority of gthers, and also
more or less, and that growmg, a feeling on the part of the
youth of an indeperdent judgment of his own, partly in
harmony with, partly protesting against, what he considers
others to think. Except that, as I have said before, so far as
he does protest against it, and believes he is right in doing
80, he of necessity believes that he 'has wiser others on his
side.

Conscience differs from this a.:,8ms-, or respect for the Points in
feeling of others, in so far as (1) it is full and felt self-judg- s:l“e‘;%o“‘m
ment; however in harmony with the supposed judgment of differs
others, and however this judgment of others may have gone fromaidds.
to form it: (2) it is concerned not with the comparison of
-ourselves with others (whether or not the thought of others
may have suggested this feehng), but with things which are
considered to have their reasorn in themselves, to be binding:
and it is accompanied thus not simply with fear of others’
judgment, but with actual fear of results and consequences:
and (3) it is cornected, by feeling and sympathy, with the
judgment of us by a person in a peculiar circumstance as
regards us, viz. in some way or other injufed by us.

Conscience-appears in the very first beginning of in-
telligence in the last of these three ingredients, and gra-
dually forms itself in regard of the other two: in regard
of (1) chiefly through means of the aidais above mentioned :
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which in this respect goes to generate @ habit of mind
beyond and above itself : in regard of (2) conscience gradually
forms itself from the habit of exercising the reason and judg-
ment and of observing mutual rights and claims, which the
experience of life, bringing one into all sorts of relations and
collisions, will suggest.

The third feeling here by which I have -supposed :
conscience to differ from shame or aidds, is one however which
in a certain degree may be said to belong to them as well as
to it : where this is 80, aldws is -not much short of general
moral sentiment.  AiSws and 8ly in this point of view are
not far from representing subjective and objective, free and
definite, morality. Adws as used by the Greeks was made
to comprehend more or less all the elements of conscience :

-it was in fact the feeling of relative duty, a feeling of special -

. regard for each person according to his circumstances ; regard

as such for the unfortunate, for those who have benefited us,
for elders and superiors. It had also a very strong religious
reference, and in this way came to possess in a certain
degree the ideas of definiteness of obligation and fear of
punishment, which more properly attach to conscience. But- -
the geneml fact which it represents and which the Latin
pudor, our ingennous shame, does not go beyond, falls short
of conscience in the main by the three partxculars above
nentioned.

_ Conscience then involves (besides a regard for opinion or

* " reputation) self-attention or self-examination, attention to

Feclings
ected
with aldds.

the fact of duty or rightness, and sympathy. The more
developed conscience is, the mare do these three latter tend
to supersede the former, upon which they may very possibly
have been in'point of fact actually built.

The éducation of conscience involves accordingly the right
management of consciousness, a good eye, judgment and

‘knowledge as to actual duty, and the cultivation of feeling

and sympathy.

I have mentioned that the number of words expressmg
modifications of feelings of self-estimation &c. is in all
languages very large. Those expressing modifications of

-feelings of conscientious self- Judgment -are by no means 80

numerous. The former are more oonsplcuous in their action,
and are in practice more powerful movers of human affairs;



ON CONSCIENCE AND HONOUR. 173

the latter, though there is really a great variety of them, are
more inward and individual.

The general principle of action which is concerned with
" aidds, self-estimation or regard for opinion, is what we
generally call ‘honour’ The character formed upon it is
noble and generous. The feeling in the mind corresponding
to the distinction of actions into honourable and otherwise is
highmindedness or self-respect, ueyaroyrvyla.

I have mentioned that oné great complication of feelings How com-
of this kind arises from the different manner.in which self- lr‘lfi‘;ﬁd
judgment, and thought of the judgment of us by others, come vum‘ty
to be mixed. Another complication related to this arises
from the comparative strength or weakness of the character
in which the feeling is. According to the disposition, the
feeling of self-respect and care for honour has more in it of
" the feeling of value for credit and reputation, or of the
feeling of value for self-approval and self-congratulation.
‘Where the feeling of self-respect becomies vicious, either by
being excessive as regards other feelings, or by being too
much a matter of thought and attention, such misdevelope-
ment takes the form of pride and vanity. The distinction
between them cannot be very accurately drawn, but in a
general way, we mean by the.former word the feeling as it is
self-dependent, self-satisfied, to a certain- degree unsocial,
connected with a strong will and a strong nature; and, by
the latter, the feeling as it leans, more or less, elther imagina-
tively or in fact, on others, and is connected thus with a
nature more social probably, but less distinctive and mdnndua.l
than the other. A special complication arises in case of
disappointment, when we sometimes find regard for others’
-opinion disguising itself under the form of the most frantic
opposition and contempt.

Other forms of abuse of the feeling of self-esteem have Self-confi-
relation to future action, and are of the nature of self-con- g;’:d":s:;d
fidence. This may be actual or moral, may have relation
i. €. to poBos or ailds: in the former case it is presumptuous-
‘ness and rashness: in the latter, impudence, insolence,
arrogance, haughtiness, according to the circumstances of its
exercise.

High-mindedness or self-respect is, as the words imply,
right self-esteem, but it does not follow that the estimation
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of self which it involves is actually a high one. - Where it is
not, and yet the feeling exists, there is what we commonly
call modesty.

Humility is a simple low estimation of one’s self; it is
modesty considered independently of the feeling of self-
respect. When practically thought of, it is mostly looked
upon in a negative light, and considered as the absence of,
or opposite to, pride,

In reference to future actibn, modesty and humility are
closely akin ‘to diffidence and self-distrust, qualities which
though attractive for association are on the whole disadvan-
tageous for action. Aristotle, in his pmctnca.l view, and with
the feeling of a Greek, which certainly in these respects dif-
fered much from ‘ours af present, depreciates all these
qualities.” His pmpo\}mxh is little other than the Christian
humility.

As the principle of honour rests mainly upon the compari-
son of man with man, and the idea of excellence and supe-
riority, the fact of individuality is brought out very strongly
by it; and with this there are three feelings assiciated, those
of freedom, of distinction, and of genuineness or truth.

Freedom is shown in regard of it, sometimes not in &
good way, by wilfulness and caprice, but most chiefly by the
readiness and willingness to give and to sacrifice ; which is
called, a.coordmg to the greater or less intimateness of the
things it is concerned with, munificence, liberality, generosity,
devotion, self-sacnﬁoe, &e.

Distinction is the basis of the desire of fame and glory.

. The idea of it gives to mau’s individuality a value in his own

eyes, which may have a bad effect on his character. The

- feeling is associated more or less with the thought of the

feelings of others about him, in & manner to which applies .
what has been said about pride and vanity. :
Genuineness, or truth, of course lies at-the root of all

“real feeling of honour. In the cases, not perhaps unfrequent,

where thé man knows that the self of him which others
honour or think highly of is something quite different from
his actual self, as he knows it, there is no real self-estimation
at all: he is simply .playing a part; and his own estimation of
himself, whatever it may be, is something quite independent
of others’ estimate of this his mask. .
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- There is very much needed in morals a word corre- Abuses of
sponding to the inelegant but useful word ‘selfish,’ to express honour.
the temper of mind which leads to a man’s actions being
. much under the guidance of a strong self-judgment and self-

opinion, when this is of a nature rather concerned with

honour than with obligatiori and conscience.. For it is
obvious ‘that honourable action shades off into the wrong

(just as prudence, or proper self-care, shades off into self-

ishness), in a direction which, according to the circum-

stances and the character, we should call that of pnde
wilfulness, harshness, or various other like terms: there is

then a self-assertion which is wrong, in whatever way, and in
-whatever degree. I should like to call this.by the name of

selfliness. ‘

T mentioned above that one difference between the feelmg Fm-ther
of aldas and conscierice was the fact that the latter had in it gor'c7%
more of distinct self-judgment. But in a strong, noble and distinction
well-bred nature, honour i8 as much an individual feeling, ‘g:;':cﬁce
as real self-conviction, as little fluctuating with the partla.l and hon-
judgment of others, as conscience can be. Each of them in °
this way is a genuine and individual sensitiveness which,
being, as sudh, discriminating, we may call a sense, if we like"
it. Only they are neither of them native, except as regards
certain rudimentary principles: it. is from association, in-
struction, and habit, that they have grown.to discriminate in
the way.they do: they are the sense of many worked by

- these into the one.

The great and important d.lstmctlon between conscience in regard
and the principle of honour as a guide to action lies in the :&;‘;’W
greater definiteness of the former, owing to its association .
with actual law, with definite rights and duties. Conscience
is a continual inward voice to us, telling us that we are not
free. How, as a matter of fact, this feeling of obligation in
us may take its origin, is what I am not at present concerned
with: we may suppose it a matter of education, of our being
brought up under discipline and government, constantly told
that we ought to do this and ought not to do that, &c. This
may be 8o, and then the feeling of ‘ought’ and ‘ ought not’
might become naturalized and self-fized in the mind, just as
regard for the judgment of others may gradually change into
an habitual judgment of ourselves. Conscience grows, none
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can doubt, and is not natural and authoritative in the' sense
of being from the first complete and mature. What there is
matural in it arises from its representing, without instruction,
the great principles of our nature, which must exist alike in
all, and from its growing with instruction. Its authority
arises from. its being our moral mind made what it is by
reason ; from its being the voice of reason in us. It possesses
authority, not as conscience but as reason. It is not our
feeling it, but our understanding: it as an expression to us of
reality independent of us, which makes it our duty to obey it.

cig 3%?&’“ The relations of the principles of honour and of conscience

of punish- to the idea of punishment ate altogether different. With the

ment.  former the idea does not enter in. There is an impulse to
do the right act: if it is not done, the punishment lies in the
fact of its not being done; not in any feeling of grief that it
has not been done, though there may be such ; for this is felt
and understood as nothing like punishment ; in fact, punish-
ment is in one way or another reparatlon and on the
principle of honour what is done wrong is understood as once
for all, and 1rreparable. Punishment, were it possible,- would
be desired.

- Conscience, sta.rtmg from solider and lower grouad, sup~
plies simpler and more generally acting. motives, and is
enabled thus practically to act in many cases where the other
would vanish and fail. The being not our own masters, but
being under obligation, supposes punishment, and the fact of

" punishment recognizes the existence of fear. Instead of the
vague feeling of degradation resulting from offence, con-
science supplies a distinct feeling of demerit, guiltiness, and
consequent fear. Qur education- and life under law among
men has made us feel that the same-is likely to be our posi-
tion in the great commonwealth of reasonable beings.

Three cha-  Conscience is the moral mind, a part of the sentiment or
mn feeling of the mind as to action and life in general, but dis-
science . tinguished from the rest of this (1) by being limited in the
ﬁ?t%e mo- Tange of actions which it concerns, viz. those of which it can
ralmind. be said that they are right or ‘wrong; (2) by being very pre-
cise afid definite in its judgments upon them, and baving
reason to go upon in them; and (3) by leaving in the mind,
.in cases where it is not attended to, a sense of guilt and
indebtedness, and of something deserved and coming.
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Conscience is formed and grows like all the rest of the
habitual sentiment and feeling .of which it forms a part,
except that owing to its connexion with reason, more
direct instruction and more definite inoculation of prin-
ciple is possible with regard to it than with regard to the
rest.

Consclence, as it is Jelt, is susceptible of many of those As a feel-

varieties in the manner of it which have been described in gg;l‘_:;:m
reference to general self-estimation. Though the substance different
of it must be a strong feeling of personal self-judgment, yet du‘:i'.
this, according to the temper, will be accompanied with more
or less of thought of, and fear of, the judgment of others.
Independently also of the conscientious faithfulness as to
self-judgment in particular cases, there will be as to habitual
action more of self-confidence and boldness, or more of fear-
fulness and self-distrust, according to the individual temper.
A good conscience may sometimes be an anxious and de-
pressed one: the stings of one not so good may be accom-
panied with much of sanguineness and hopefulness. And in
the same way there is much variety in the amount of
brooding and self-attention which conscience g'lves rise to.

Conscience, viewed ag the moral mind, is not only the Consei-
moral judgment for action to be, but it is the moral memory ::::ﬂ"
and experience as to action which has been. This is indeed judgment,
true of mind in general: it is a record of the past, and a ;‘?r;‘:
power for the future. It is by experience and teaching that peeially
we learn in everything: and our moral judgment or faculty zgﬁ e
now is what it is in consequence of what it has gone through
in conjunction with what has been taught it. This idea of
the moral experience is the original one, in respect to morals,
of the term conscience. It is in this sense that we speak of
a good, and a guilty or bad conscience, or of conscience being
purged. On the other hand, when we speak of its being in-
formed and enlightened, we mean by it the moral judgment.

One point in which conscience, as the moral mind, differs
from simple intellect, is that what its experience tells of lives
for it in quite a different way from that in which the ex-
perience of .the intellect can be said to live for i¢. To a
certain degree the way in which we have arrived at our
knowledge, lives in our mind still, but only to a certain
degree : forgetfulness is as necessary for knowledge as re-

G. 12
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membrance : if we had always to preserve in our mind all
the abortive guesses and mistaken observations we have
made, we could have no systematic knowledge at all. But
the moral experience is a record of actions which have their
reality and their value,—. &. their merit and demerit,—inde-
pendently of the result which in the mind they have led to.
Our intellectual history has no significance except a8 to this
result : our moral history has concerned others as well as our-
selves, and has been right or wrong, meritorious or guilty
towards them; this is a real fact of which our experience is
the impression.

The content then of conscience, in this view of it, is our
own moral history: on the other view of it, what it contains
is a view of life and of our proper action, the result of obser-
vation and instruction: it is the producing of this which is
the informing the conscience. The moral law is an impres-
sion or transcript of life as it should be: and our moral mind,
inward moral view, or conscience, should be an impression or
transcript of this moral law. It is in this sense that con-
science is our law, a law to us. Its authority over us is
not derived from our feeling it, but from its being ¢o us the
outward authoritative law, the way in which this comes to
us. The informing the conscience is really only instructing
the mind in the actual outward law.

Thesense  'Moral action, as perfect, is the acting (1) for good ends,

ot honour 9 by good rules, and (3) with good feelings,—or, intelligent,

1%1;!!;:::% orderly, unconstrained.

offrecedom,  The freedom of action which is involved in (1) and (3)

whichis i3 ag necessary to make action moral, as the control which is

anelement . .

in perfect involved in (2).

g‘:;ﬂ ac- The feeling of honour, or honourableness, is a strong

) development of the feeling of freedom, balanced by a strong

consideration for the imagined opinion of others, when our
own sympathizes with and justifies it.

{: answers Honour, as a feeling, is the reactionary feeling to trust or

andis telt confidence, placed, or imagined to be placed, in us, by others.

as pain Tt ig the accepting the fact of others making us a law to our-

:hou:hg of selves, when they might impose law upon us, and the deter-

f::lil:: g* mination to justify the confidence thus shown.
) ! The quotation from M8, b commences here.
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The pangs of the conscience, so to call it, of honour, are
only one part of the pangs of conscience in general. The
imagination paints, and the reason justifies, the feeling of
disappointment and contempt with which those who trust us
would look upon us, if they knew we had done what, in such
a case, we are ourselves conscious of having done.
The root of all society is communication of feeling and
knowledge, and upon this communication rests all sympathy
and all personal feeling. These all therefore involve trust,
and wherever there is trust, there is a possibility of deceit;
there is no power to prevent the party trusted from taking
advantage of the other. 4
In all these cases therefore the feeling of honour comes in
with the freedom above spoken of, and acts (as described)
through the imaginative consciousness. The first and main
thing thus that honour is concerned with is deceit. The
great organ of communication is of course language, and the
typical or most marked form of deceit is verbal falsehood.
The hearer trusts the speaker; and, so far as the particular
communication is concerned, is in the speaker’s power. This
power to deceive makes the dishonourableness of deceiving
felt so strongly in minds capable of such feeling, that the
consciousness of falsehood, even ih cases where it might appear
justifiable or right, is almost unbearable. -,
The feeling of moral fear, shame (aldws, pudor), or con- Shameis 3 -
sciousness, exists in reference to the simple estimation of us :’:ﬁg:’egf
by others, independent of any consequences of that estimation. timate.
I call it moral fear, but it is also a corporeal passion, no less
than physical or actual fear, producing blushing, as the other
produces paleness. This is noted by Aristotle': where con-
sciousness (3o to call it) produces paleness, it has mixed with
it actual fear, or fear of consequences. This moral fear is
concerned (besides the exercise of our freedom above
mentioned) principally with two other sets of circumstances.
These are: It is ss-
(1) Certain corporeal feelings and animal instincts, with mﬁ_
which it is associated physically, 7.e. by nature arbitrarily, tain bodily
as it would appear, and independently of reason. The instincts

SEPITI and with
tendency to this instinctive shame or concealment we see the con-
in many aqimals which approach the rank of man. :‘;‘:ﬂ“gf:l“

! Eth. N.1v. 9. 1. weakness.
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(2) Circumstances of moral weakness and self-indulgence,
arising from want of self-control and of higher purpose. To
a certain extent, what has been said above about truth may
be brought under this, the keeping of our word being viewed
as strength of mind in contrast with the weakness of yielding
to the temptation of breaking it.
Reasonfor ~ 'We may suppose the feeling of shame associated in the
toass0tla- manner in which it is by nature with certain particular
bodily in- animal instincts, for the purpose of giving the reason, or
stinots.  moral power, a special or additional hold over them, which is
needed on account of some of them being far stronger than
any other instincts of nature. And generally the feeling of
honour or shame or moral fear, may be said to attach itself
to the exercise of reason and the less self-regarding feelings,
80 a8 to enable them to prevail over indulgence and the more
self-regarding feelings.

. There are three distinct points of view from which men
judge of themselves and their actions: viz. (1) as to their
prudence, (2) as to their justice and benevolence (or rightness
in general), and (3) as to their honourableness.
Three Corresponding to this we have three cardinal genera of
mﬁw vice: viz. (1) Vices of selfishness, or selfish prudence.
corre-  (2) Vices of weakness, or self-indulgence. (8) Vices of
sponding pride or false honour. And similarly three kinds of conscious,
genera  rational, controlled or deliberate action, all of which tend to
of vice.  restrain the self-indulgent or impulsive parts of nature; three
forms, we may say, of consctence:

(1) the prudential conscience, or judgment of our ac-
tions as affecting our own permanent welfare :

(2) the moral conscience, or judgment of our actions as
affecting the welfare of others, of the public, of mankind, and
as judged of by any power or authority which may have that
welfare for its care :

(8) the conscience of honour, or judgment of our actions
as bearing a character in our own eyes and in those of
others. '

All these different kinds of inward judgment, involve in
their character of judgments or reviews of action, a difference
or supremacy of nature above human facts or principles
which lead more directly to action, and which are the objects
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of the judgment. Butler’s idea of the rightful supremacy of
conscience applies to all of these.

The special prerogative of (2) the moral conscience lsGroundol
that it has an authonty over the two other forms of no,
conscience, as well as in common with them over the au%honty
impulses. It has this, because it represents our posmon taora] con-
more truly than either of them do. It may come into error science.
through misinformation, or through misplaced action: but in
the other two there is very likely to be, though there need
uot be, an error involved from the beginning. In (1) the
error, that we are, as regards the entirety of our action, all
to ourselves, with no one else to consider, as if there was no
one else in the world. In (3) the error, that we are really
free, with no law over us or duty incumbent upon us, so
that what we do right we do simply because we choose it,
that there is a merit therefore in it, which is represented
and measured by our' opinion of ourselves, and by the
imagined opinion of us in others. On the other head (2)
suggests to us against (1) purposes for action beyond our-
selves, and against (3) the fact of right action being incum-
bent upon us, not merely done because we like to do it. It
is evident, that (2) in this case approaches much more
nearly to (3) than it does to (1) : in a good many cases there
being no difference in regard of the action, whether it is
suggested by (2) or (3), only in the feelings accompanying it.

But this difference of feeling in some cases, where the action
is the same, will lead to a difference of actions in other cases.

All the forms of conscience, so to call it, are very much How the
associated with imagination. In respect of (1), the imagi.na- mtm
tion generalizes from the particular desires an ideal unity of into each
happiness, which it more or less looks forward to and dwells h“d of
on. In the same way also it expands the personal feeling, cnce..
or creates an enlarged personality, and makes us feel, as a
part of ourselves, all that investiture of property, family, &c.
which we consider and call ours.

In the same manner, in respect of (3) the imagination
converts our feeling of personality into a reflexly conceived
character, which we look at, but look at, so to speak, with the
eyes of others, bringing to bear thus upon it a general judg-
ment. The actual character which we bear in the individual
minds of others we have seldom means of knowing ; but be-
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tween this and our imaginative judgment there lies generally
the common character which we bear in the world, so far as
we form a subject of interest or conversation to others. This,
our good name, 8o far as it is one, is recognized by the law
usually as a sort of property, which no one has any business
wantonly to injure.

In respect of (2), the imagination idealizes the happiness
" of others, and glves us by sympathy an interest in it as ours,
in many respects in a similar manner, though with different
objects, from the way in which it acts as to (1): while as
compared with (3) it idealizes our character and the merits
of our action as seen by impartial judgment, with this dif-
ference, that the judgment is one conveying with it the idea
of authority, and consequently of possible future penalty.

There are actual facts corresponding to all these imagina~
tions, though what the exact facts are we cannot readily
determine, and the imagination gives to them, in many
respects, their dress and colour.

All the forms of self-judgment are very much associated
with custom ; and, what is to a certain degree the same thing,
they are all, as to their particular form, generated by life and
action, and are susceptible thus of education and training.

In regard of prudence, foresight, and value for property,
this is most evident : it is the tone of society which nourishes
it so far as it exists, and very great pains are often taken by
educators to produce it.

The conscience, or sensibility, of honour is stimulated and
cherished in some societies very much as that of prudence in
others: great pains are taken to instil and guide it, and
to nourish a value for reputation and glory for their own
sakes.

The moral conscience is, in the manner of its generation,
training, and nourishment, very similar to these others ; differ-
ing from them in its roots lying deeper and its being in con-
sequence more really universal, in its being higher than the
one, and less capricious than the other.

In its perfect state, it may be defined as a habitual, though

oonselenoe not necessarily explicit, accompaniment of action, of the

combin

mmbmty nature of a sensibility to the character of the action as good

and rea-

or bad, right or wrong, the mind being always ready, in the
event of the action being perceived to be one of them, or
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rather and specially, in the event of its being perceived to be
otherwise than right, to give some reason to itself why it is
so. It is thus-not proper to call it a moral sense, inasmuch
as it is mixed with reason, and, like everything which has to
do with reason, is the result of growth and development, and
may possibly be erroneous and tell false. On the other hand,
it is, as existing and developed, a sensibility, not a simple
operation of reason. The questioning of every action in
detail by reason in the course of the doing of it, would pro-
duce, even if well meant, a sort of calculated action very
different from moral action as it is actually done. .

There are thus two circumstances or conditions of moral Different
conscience ; (I) consciential sensibility, or an habitual atten- Kindsof
tion to, and care for, the rightness of our actions: (2) conscien- tious sen-
tial deliberation, or the consideration, as to a particular action Sibility:
or habit, whether it s right or wrong, with reason rendered
to ourselves. We call a man conscientious in whom the sensi-
bility is strong, and scrupulous in whom it is too much so.

There are, however, two steps in the process, and therefore

two elements in the sensibility: there is the anxiety to

be sure of what is right, and the determination when known

to do it. It will frequently happen that the one of these
elements of conscience is more strongly developed than the

other: thus,a man’s scrupulousness as to being sure of what is

right may prevent action altogether, even in cases where it is

quite certain that, whatever may be right, to do nothing is

wrong. Or conversely, a man’s scrupulous determination to

act according to his conscience may be of such a nature as to
preclude any misgiving as to the possibility of his not being

right in his judgment.

" Again, consciential deliberation may be of two kinds; Different
(1) as to the rightness or wrongness of a sort of actions, or ﬁnng:;:f;
habit, the fixing, in this respect, a general rule or principle : tious de-
and (2) as to the rightness or wrongness of a particular liberstion.
action arising out of a conjuncture, or (which is the same

thing) how, in such particular conjuncture, we may or ought

toact. This latter part is more especially casuistry.

Consciential deliberation again goes in what we may call
two steps; the first, answering to that idea of the inward pro-
cess which gives rise to the word conscience, is the considera-
tion how the common judgment of men would view the
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matter, or, which is the same thing, what we ourselves
should think of the action if we saw it done by another.
The second and more important, answering to the idea of the
inward process as being practical reason, is the consideration
of the fact upon which this common judgment must be sup-
posed to rest, .e. whether there is anything to enable us to
conclude as to the will of God in regard of the action, and
otherwise, whether it is natural, fair, kind, and honourable.

For conscience, when we speak of it as the moral guide of
action, or as what we should act according to, is the law of
right and wrong as it exists in our minds, or as it is bona fide
understood by us, But no true conscience can exist (though
many of the good effects of it may) without the idea on our
part of there being an eternal law, or absolute right and
wrong, and of its requiring effort also on our part to know
and understand it. A part of true conscience is of necessity
consciousness of our having done our best to know the right.

The law of right and wrong, as objective and real, is
independent of us, and may be digested into rules, and
observed in this form as a matter of fact, from whatever
motive, without the intervemtion of any consciential per-
ception of it. But in order to be applicable to the various
circumstances of life, it needs to be, and as a matter of
fact it is, worked into the mind by experience and training,
in such a manner as to become, what it has been called
above, a sensibility, of which account can be given, when
called for, by reason, or a habit, habitus, &:s, of the mind,
still with the same provision as to reason.

It is not simply a habit in the sense of custom, nor can it
by training be made to take any form indifferently, because
experience goes to it as well as training. It is a gradual
generalization of the good feelings, noted as good by reason,
into one indistinct mental idea of right and good, accom-
panied with a perception also, more or less vivid, of the
fact, that there are reasons in the reality of things why they
are good or should be done, and that the general feeling of
men goes with us in considering them good. The practical
conscience or. moral self-judgment contains in it thus the
elements of natural feeling, of custom, of reason, and of

sympathy.
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'A feeling in its substance similar to what we call con- Sonnd and
scientiousness spreads from it in the direction of religion into gactot
a desire of pleasing God (to use religious language), and com- ness.
mending ourselves to His judgment, and, in the direction of
common worldly action, into what is called honourableness of
feeling or conduct ; we use the term conscience in regard of
the most definite obligation and what is most exhibitable in
law, but the feeling of general honourableness is quite as real
a8 that of conscientiousness, and quite as necessary to take
note of in morals. The definite judgment of ourselves which we
call conscience, is contained in a sort of general atmosphere
of what it is hard to describe in words, self-attention, self-
respect, self-maintenance, value not for our own good name
with men, but for our character with our own secret selves.
There is an imagined sympathy with others, an imagination
i.e. of their opinion about us, on the supposition of their
knowing about us what we know, not of their opinion about
us knowing what they do ; rather, if it is true conscience and
self-respect, it stoutly maintains its independence against
this. Unhealthy consciousness is the uneasy consideration
of what people with their half knowledge and imperfect judg-
ments are thinking about us: sound consciousuess and ho-
nourableness is an assertion to ourselves of our independent
judgment of ourselves, with the feeling that this judgment is
in sympathy with the substantial moral standard or judg-
ment of others, though the actual exercise of this moral
judgment by them im our case may, from their defective
knowledge of the facts, be very wrong. Conscientiousness
and honourableness often involve therefore much of imagina-
tion, ¢.e. imagination comes in aid of the maintenance of the
independence of our own judgment against the actual judg-
ments of others, by helping us to rise from these to sympathy
with the true moral feeling of others, of which these judg-
ments may very likely be mistaken exercises.

It has often been observed that honour has constituted, Honour
with those who have made much of it, a sort of religion. ﬁ:{i?{ o
The meaning of this is, that the lofty ideal standard of ho- ligion.
nourable character, according to which the disciples of honour
have, often with much self-sacrifice, tried to maintain their
conduct, and in regard to which they have always felt sure of

! The quotation from MS. G commences here.



186 ON CONSCIENCE AND HONOUR.

the true sympathy of mankind, has been to them very much
what the religious man finds in the glorious aim which he
proposes to himself, of carrying out what he believes to be
the will of God, of the reference of himself to the divine
judgment, of the struggle towards a moral ideal, which is as
it were a shadow of the divine perfection. In both, the
resistance to unworthy gratification and the maintenance of
independence against weak and unworthy compliance are
fundamental.
Indepen- This independence of the moral judgment and the
g::toi.;le:; volition consequent on it, with the constant feeling however
honour  that it is in real sympathy with the truest and deepest feel-
: :;‘i‘:n?:' ings of mankind, is an essential part of moral action: it
belongs to what is called its freedom. The assertion of the
individual will is a part of the morality both of action and of
judgment. “I am at liberty, so far as any force is concerned,
not to do this honourable action, many people would not:
many people even would not think it honourable, that is,
would not enter into the idea what ¢honourable’ means:
but I will do it because I feel it would be honourable, and I
am quite sure that in my doing so all those whom I should
wish to sympathize with me, all the best part of mankind,
would, if they knew what I do, sympathize.”
Honour On freedom I will not say more now ; but one word about
and con-  conscience and honour as mistaken. This is what they may
may both both be, one really almost as much as the other; and there is
taken.  One special respect in which they are both liable to be so.
Independence, self-assertion as we may call it, is, as I have
said, a special part of each of them : the peculiar province of
‘both of them lies out of the region of actual law, with its
sanctions and penalties : they may each of them become, and
sometimes have become, the watchword of a particular under-
standing and sympathy among a particular set of people,
which understanding may be moral and in accordance with
actual human law, but may be the reverse. In these cases as
in all, conscience is indeed the better of the two; but there
is a considerable degree of resemblance in the results. Paley
has given a sort of satirical description of the law of honour,
by which he means a certain understanding among fashion-
able people, leading them to a course of conduct quite differ-
cnt from that to which morality or actual law would lead
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them: it is an understanding involving mutual confidence,
and amounting to a law having for its sanction honour and
nothing else, the essence of such honour, as I have said, being
independence and freedom. It is, as he describes it, a bad
understanding, but there is no reason why an understanding
among men with honour for its sanction should be bad, and
many such particular understandings are good. If you look
at many books, which in some degree perhaps now, but more
especially two centuries ago, ridiculed some forms of religion
where the word ¢ conscience’ was much in use, you will find
acting according to the law of conscience satirized very much
in the way in which Paley satirized acting by that of honour:
some parts of Hudibras you may take for an example. Mis-
taken conscience may be supposed to establish a separate
code among those who understand the same thing by it, and
this possibly in some points immoral, Just in the same way
as mistaken honour may.

'Consciousness or conscience, in its most general and Con-
widest present sense, is self-dividedness or self-doubleness. ﬁu“:z"m‘f

The origin of the word is pnma.nly from its moral point plicity.
of view, and its first meaning is self-complicity or self-accom-
pliceship, of evil in the first instance, but possibly also of

ood.
g The reason of this prominence of the idea of evil seems
threefold : (1) that failing in obligation is both more common
and more important to others than merit, or the exceeding of
obligation ; (2) that fear, with which the sense of self-con-
demnation is likely to be connected, makes a deeper impres-
sion, and dwells in the mind more than hope, with which
merit would be connected, (3) that complicity, as a thing
between two people, is in a sense a secret held against others,
while association in good is more likely to be a public and
unconcealed matter, not a subject for conscientia between
the two.

The relation of conscience to memory is two-fold, accord- Relation
ing as we are considering the nature of the mind itself, or the ®,%%
nature of knowledge. memory.

The mind is a qualitied unity, the pattern or origin of
unities. Qua qualitied, we may consider it as quasi-extended,

1 The quotation from M8, @ commences here.
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having contemporaneous variety, several different things
existing at one time, and making up one whole: but qui
unity, which is the truest view of it, its variety is in time
only, it has no extended or contemporaneous variety. In
this point of view, instead of being made up of many parts or
faculties, it is one thing passing through a succession of
states.

The word ‘reflexion’ supposes as to its dianoematism’®
that the natural or direct action of the mind is from within
outwards, and that this operation is susceptible of being
reverted, and the contrary process performed. Of course this,
as in fact the word retro or re itself, implies time as well as
space, and reflexion will mean a turning back in point of
time as well as a turning backward in space. But if we
translate the consideration of the mind from spatial to
temporal language, and convert compositeness into succession-
alism, every act of reflexion is seen to be an act of memory.
The very idea of personality is in this way closely in-
volved with memory, so closely that some -philosophers have
entirely absorbed the former in the latter.

Self-observation or introspection is thus memory in a
sense in which direct outward observation is not ; but being

‘thus memory as observation, it is still more memory as know-

ledge.

Action is not of itself conscious or self-conscious, nor is
outward observation ; where consciousness exists, it is some-
thing superadded, and there are two thoughts in the mind,
one backward, the other forward. Actional or direct thought
is objective and unconscious, simply regardful of its object or
end : so also subjectivity in itself is unconscious: conscious-
ness arises when the subject is objectified as knowledge; nor
does even this in all cases give rise to that which we properly
call consciousness. There is, for instance, the common pro-
cess of unconscious thinking about one’s self; in which we

1 The Author was in the habit of using the term noém to denote
the word as thought, in distinction to phons, the word as spoken:
noemalism he employed more generally as equivalent to ‘ meaning,’
and dianoematism was the term by which he expressed the original
metaphor involved in all abstract terms. The process of forming a
noem he denoted by the term unification. See his posthumous papers
on Glossology, printed in the Cambridge Journal of Philology, Vols.
IV.and V. Eb.
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form a sort of idea of ourselves as individuals like others
whom we see and act with, and think about ourselves as
about them. This is in point of fact becoming, what we
very speedily do, cosmocentric instead of aufocentric in our
knowledge : it is what reason naturally leads to and makes
us.

True consciousness, or reflexion, only arises when we
bring together into one observation this previously remem-
bered or known self, and self as the subject of some particular
remembered feeling or act.

The general noem ¢ conscientia’ is now practlcally divided Conscious-
by phllosophers into two parts, which we in" English ca]lg‘;.‘f:h"

¢ consciousness,’ and ‘conscience,” meaning by the first intel- tmgnished
lectual introspection, such as we are able to make, and by mz&f”;;,
the second, moral introspection, reflexion or judgment, the the sakeof
word having drifted to this noematism from its early one of Sonven
moral self-complicity or self-accompliceship. The distinction *
of the two, or rather the distinct unification of the first, is, I
should think, in origin English : it exists in German, perhaps
after English example; the philosophic term bewusstseyn
standing beside the old moral term for ¢ conscientia,’ gewrssen;
but I think it does not generally in other languages.

Now though it is very convenient for philosophic and in- but is
vestigatory purposes to unify the noem ‘consciousness,’ andm“_
suppose the existence of a purely intellectual self-knowledge arated
or self-observation, I am inclined to think that, in an fromit
analysis of the mind, we do not really find such a thing to
exist, and ought uot, as matter of fact, to suppose it. Man,
it is to be considered, is essentially a moral or active being,
and intellective properly, mediately and subsidiarily to this:
and though his intellectiveness expatiates by curiosity as I
have described, and part of its essence and effectiveness lies
in this expatiation, yet intellect is felt to be dependent and
subordinate at both ends,—dependent on the limitations
which fact and reality supply to it for its substantial interest,
and dependent on its conceived applicability to possible
action for the concern we take in it. Moral relations we of
necessity conceive a8 prior in time, and posterior in purpose,
to anything which is appreciable by, and concerned with,
intellect alone. Now self-introspection or self-consciousness is
a thing which concerns our whole nature, and has no special
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relation with, is not in any way like, any particular process
which is intellective and which we may call knowledge.
Knowledge, or knowing, is in fact simply the qualifying of
an old idea by a new observation, or, if we like it, the
dividing off a new unity from an old: self-introspection is
nothing in the world like this. The knowledge or feeling of
our personality is moral, the base of our moral or active
being ; we may, of set purpose and with effort, accompany
our outgoing intellectual processes with this, and we may do
this for philosophic or intellectual purposes, and when it is
- done for these we may call it consciousness: but there is
nothing intellectual in it.
Man'sna- Tt is on account of the nature of man being thus primarily
:,m-“;g moral or active, and not intellectual or speculative, that re-
moral,  flexion or self-consciousness, whenever it arises in practice,
trospeo- 18 accompanied with self-judgment, or an application of the idea
m;";i“ of right to the operations of the moral being, resembling the
nied by  application of the analogous idea of truth to the results of the
f:ifl;{t‘dg‘ intellectual. In consciousness of ourselves as willing and
acting, the idea of whether the thing is right or not comes to
us just as, in thinking of knowledge or imagination, the
idea comes whether it is or is not true: the idea is not in
either case definitely before us till it is drawn out and made
a matter of thought; but when we attend, we become aware
that there is a judgment both in self-consciousness and in
objective knowledge, will in the one case, and conclusion in
the other, being supposed or assumed to be according to
right, and to truth, in such a way that if they are not so, the
feeling strikes us painfully. Both right and truth, as either
objectified and abstracted, or defined and measured, are ex-
ceedingly complicated and elaborate ideas; but they enter
substantially, the one into every reasonable or- reflexional
volition, the other into every perception, and constitute in
each case a judgment.

In a supposed primary perception, where a sensation is
decomposed and knowledge is taken by the subject of the
ohject of it, it is not correct to say that any knowledge is
taken by the subject of itself. Such knowledge might be
taken, byt we are not to suppose that it is, any farther than
as the moral being may be considered to wake up simul-
taneously with the intellectual. Otherwise the subject comes
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no farther into notice or sentience than as discriminated
from the object, the object being what is noticed, and the felt
subjective unity not dwelt upon, but only transferred or
counter-attributed to the object. The subject, when it is itself
matter of notice, is no longer subject, which term has only
reference to sentience and knowledge, but is person or moral
being.

Have brutes consciousness? There is no doubt but that, Brutes
if we mean by consciousness merely subjectivity as the base je::;vi?;:
of knowledge and of sentience of pleasure and pain, they
have : consciousness in this sense is the differentia between
animal life and vegetable. At the same time we know that
they have no reflexion, the real conscientia in its wide and
old noematism : how is this?

For one thing, in the same way as we have seen before but no re-
that they have no general ideas, it may be said that they 2ex g
have no reflex general idea of themselves or their own being, of their
which would make them persons. Such a reflex objective gorofie-"
general idea is what would arise after the ideas gained of
other individuals similar to ourselves: and since they have
not those, of course they have not this. The absence or in-
capability of general ideas would of itself thus mark them as
unmoral beings, or not properly persons, since subjective
morality presupposes intellectiveness.

It is a question whether all conceivable intellective beings,
by the fact of their intellectiveness, are also moral? The
question seems to me to be analogous to that, whether all
sentient beings, by the fact of their being sentient, are also
intellective? The answer it seems to me in each case should
be, that they are capable of intellection, and capable of mo-
rality, rather than intellectual and moral. The sentient being,
by the fact of his existence, has a relation to everything else
which exists, and his sentience may be conceived such, that
this relation shall not only exist, but be made sensible to
bim, which is knowledge. Similarly the intellectiveness of
the intellective being supposes the possibility of his know-
ledge of all the inter-relations and mutual fitnesses of moral
beings with whom he could come into contact: and action
according to such would be morality. At the same time,
as in the case of the sentience before, we must suppose
his intellectiveness not simply general, but specialized and
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adapted for the gaining of such knowledge. In man there-
fore, just in the same way as the possible general sentience,
by which he might be made aware of his relation to every-
thing else in the universe, is modified, for knowledge, by all
sorts of limitations, concentrations, definite sensibilitics and
powers, the whole apparatus of the human mental organiza-
tion: so for morality and moral action, the general intellec-

- tiveness requires to have definite directions given, and limita-

tions set to it. The result of the outgoing mental organi-
zation, the rule of judgment in it, is what we call truth:
the result of the introspective or reflective moral constitution
is right.

Intellectually I cannot find that the brutes differ from us
by any particular faculty, or by any separately conceivable
power: they differ by a tendency, an impulse, which I have
elsewhere spoken of, partaking of curiosity and imagination,
the tendency in fact to dwell on the perceived and known as
something of interest in itself, independent of the occasion of
the knowledge and use of it. Just so I conceive the moral
difference between man and brutes to be a difference of im-
pulse and tendency, rather than of inward sense or faculty.
Right is probably not a thing of a nature to be cognizable by
anything like a separate sense, but it is a relation, or fact, in
regard of which it may make all the difference in the world

~ between kinds of creatures, whether they have an impulse or

There is a

moral im-
pulse in

tendency to note, attend to, and care for it or not. I cannot
but think that in man there is such an impulse, giving him
his distinctive moral nature, as the previously mentioned im-
pulse gives him his distinctively intellectual one.
Consciousness proper then or reflexion may be considered
from the first as something of a moral nature, involving
moral judgment and an obscure intimation therefore of a
rule to judge by. Were there no impulse to attention to
right, such as I have spoken of, reason might indeed, in its
nature, supply the materials for moral judgment in reflexion;
but in the vast extent of the possible applicability of reason,
with the importunacy of appetite and the likelihood of the
connexion of reason with that, it is doubtful how far moral
considerations would be attended to. In fact, that they are
attended to very mruch more than, supposing a mere un-
stimulated deduction of them from reason, they would be,
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may appear from this, that conscience or moral anxiety is a
much more common phenomenon in the world than, if we
judged of the world from the idea which the writings of the
specially rational moralists would give of it, we should con-
clude it to be. I do not mean conscientious acting, but
anxiety of one form or another about the matter, quite dif-
ferent from any care or anxiety about intellectual truth.
Such - anxiety, whether folly or not, is a fact, and often exists
without any reference to religious considerations: now if
morality were a matter simply shown to us by reason, I
cannot think it would exist in this way. It seems to mani-
fest to us a special call, in some way or other, to considera-
tions of this kind.

Reflexion of this kind, involving moral judgment, pro- Different
duces what I have called a self-dividedness. Self-conscious- ggg‘;g:u‘;‘_
ness may exist in any degree; and according to the degree ness in ac-
in which it exists is the nature of the exertion of power or ion.
of the action modified. 'We may conceive a continuous scale
from the most perfect involuntariness to the most complete
double-mindedness, or self-observation, and criticism on each
particular of it. At the one limit, the involuntary, our per-
sonality may be said to vanish, the action is no longer ours:
at the other, our individuality vanishes, and such-an entire
self-possession may be conceived as would make us two
beings rather than one.

Along this scale we might distinguish three kinds of
action :

(1) Spontaneous action, or action on impulse,

(2) Considerate action, or action on principle,

(8) Reflexional or self-conscious action.

These only differ in degree, and after Aristotle’s fashion
we might say that the middle sort was the best and the most
proper, for with the first we have no security for its being
moral at all, and the third, if moral, is yet probably defective
as action, and can hardly be otherwise than hesitating and
weak, much of the power and attention, which should go to
the action, going of necessity to the reflexion upon it.

G. 13



CHAPTER X.

DISTRIBUTION OF ACTION CONSIDERED FROM THE
IDEAL POINT OF VIEW.

Inthis I HAVE, for convenience sake, all along used the

ghapter ¥ term ‘action’ as a general term to express any pro-

that ac- . ceeding on our part which is the result of will, and

m:il;n;g can possibly have a moral character. Action, as I

itsend. have used the term, includes in itself its negative,
or, forbearance to act, when this is the result of will :
it includes also internal action, or any effort of our
will upon our own feelings or inward man.

There is a great difference between the meaning
of the term ‘action’ as thus applied generally to life,
behaviour, bearing, conduct, and its more restricted
meaning as expressing something definite done for a
definite purpose. What we do, in the wider sense of
the term ‘action,’ is done in an infinity of different
manners ; never quite without thought, and always
with something of will mixed with it, and always, in
so far as there is this thought and will, with some-
thing which may be called purpose: but with the
utmost variety of degree of deliberation, and the
utmost variety of impelling or accompanying feeling.
The more restricted sense of action, if we include
in it the negative, or forbearance to act, differs
from the other, mainly in the attention given by
us to the definite purpose, and the non-attention
to the accompanying circumstances or feelings. We
may call this more restricted sense of the term

‘action’ the real sense : in that case, when we speak
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of our moral life as made up of actions, we use
what philosophers call an ‘abstraction’: we take
a particular view or make a particular supposition :
a thing very constantly necessary, in philosophy, to.
be done, and not misleading, if we remember that
we must not apply our results to actual life without
taking account of the considerations which we had,
for a particular purpose, neglected.

In the present chapter I omit all attention to
accompanying feelings, and consider each action as
done for its purpose, taking nothing else into account
about it. Very few actions are really done in this
way, but some are : and, with the proper additions,
our considerations on this view will be useful gene-
rally.

We may say, to begin with, that the purpose of
each action is some good, or if we like to use the
term, some happiness ; under the following qualifica-
tions.

If we mean what we say to be absolutely and
universally true, we must be content to consider our
proposition convertible or identical, 7.e. to mean
by good or happiness, no more than the purpose
of action. Except on such an understanding there
is much of action, as, for instance, revengeful action,
which has no good or happiness for its purpose.

All native action however is for something which n native
is good or happiness in itself, independently of its jorqrso
being so in the above way as purpose of the action, 8°0d-
and all action which has value in the result is for
good or happiness also, similarly understood.

By saying that all native action is for happiness,
I mean that it is either self-regarding or else bene-
volent, not malevolent : I expressed the same thing
in a former chapter by saying there was no such
thing as native ill-will.

13—2
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It may be considered a principle in our nature
independent of morality, that action should not be
lost or wasted : ¢.e. that it should be useful ; though
some action not useful may be, as we have seen,
morally valuable, and in that way not wasted.
Nature makes a provision in the first instance for
the usefulness of action by giving us no native ill-
will : as we pass on to non-native feelings, we our-
selves must take care that our action is for good or
happmess only, <. e. is useful.

Utilitari- It is this principle, barely and by itself, which
o beng® some philosophers consider the cardinal, or even the
mlizaion only, principle of morality. So far from this, it can-
rale of hu- not properly be considered a principle of morality at
negleetms all. I have mentioned that the existence or possi-
b vries b1]1ty of happiness, and the possibility of acting so
vhish  as to promote it, may be considered a necessary pre-
from tgi;' condition of morality: and in the same region of
interest. thought as this, the principle that action should be
useful, or should be calculated to produce some
happiness, may be considered a part of our notion of
action. But this principle is anterior, logically, to
the supposition of our being social beings, or of there
being any others whose happiness we may promote
besides our own : and it is not till thzs supposition is
made that morality begins or becomes possible. The
moral value of actions may sometimes consist, as we
have seen, in their non-utility—in the negation of
utility to ourselves. It is with the variety of indi-
vidualities and interests that morality begins. It is
in the additions which we have to make to the above
proposition, that action should be useful or should
promote happiness, that morality consists. We have
not only to ask ourselves the question which I will
reserve for another chapter: what sort of utility ?

what sort of happiness ? but we have also to ask our-
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selves another question more i.mporta,nt still, which I
will discuss in this chapter: viz. whose happiness?
whose utility ?

Our own first, says one ph]losopher next that of
our relations, next that of our friends, finally that of
all the world. By *first’ he will mean, first in con-
sideration, and to the greatest degree.

In a very rough way, this does probably represent
actual human conduct. That, in order of considera-
tion, things go in some degree in this manner is
evident. We feel our own wants, pains, and desires
with an immediateness which we cannot share even
with those nearest to us. And unless we take care
of ourselves, to some degree, first, we could not, if we
would, take care of anybody else.

Those philosophers who have gone upon the basis rope's

of actual emotion and sentiment, without examining
it very accurately, have generally taken this view.!
It may suffice to give the lines of Pope:

Self-love but serves the virtuous mind to wake,
As the small pebble stirs the peaceful lake:

The centre moved, a circle straight succeeds,
Another still, and still another spreads;

Friend, parent, neighbour, first it will embrace;
His country next; and next, all human race;
‘Wide and more wide, th’ o’erflowings of the mind
Take ev'ry creature in, of ev'ry kind.

The important thing to be attended to about
this, is, that there is really no analogy between what
is here called self-love, and the love of any one else.
The word self-love, and other such words, are formed
upon the notion of such an analogy: but it is alto-
gether misleading. The above lines do represent
with a certain degree of correctness the way and the
different degrees in which comparative care for
others’ happiness should exist, after the chasm be-
tween self and any others is passed. This is because
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there is a degree of resemblance in the different
feelings described, which allows of the speaking of
them, with meaning, as constituting a diminishing
scale. But neither actually nor ideally, neither
looking at what s nor at what should be, is there, or
can there be, any resemblance between our love of
self, so to call it, and our love of any one else. I do
not mean that the former is necessarily greater than
the latter: it might be, and often is, so far as there
is any meaning in speaking of comparative magni-
tude, even less: but it is quite different in kind.
It is only by a very ill-applying metaphor that we
can speak of self-love.

The point, or real significance, of the above lines
is, that in the love which we have, and should have,
to kindred, as compared with the love which we
have to strangers, there is mingled something of the
feeling with which we regard ourselves, something,
to speak loosely, of selfishness. And, proceeding the
other way, we learn to love, it may be said, by
taking an interest in the welfare of our kindred and
those near us, and we apply what we have learnt, in
a less degree, to those not near us or strangers: the
necessary moral care being, that the increase of love
to kindred should, by application, increase the love
to strangers, not, by engrossment, diminish it. The
truth of all this is, that our love to kindred is com-
posed of two elements, a selfish one and a loving
one, and thus has two aspects: but it is the loving
element, not the selfish one, which breeds love to
strangers. The selfish element causes our love to
kindred, on account of its double character, to bear
some resemblance to the feeling with which we
regard ourselves, but it does not, in the other direc-
tion, make the feeling with which we regard our-
selves bear any resemblance to the loving element of
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our love to kindred. It is the assumption that it
does, and that thus love to kindred has the same
relation to general love, as self-love has to love to
kindred, which makes the falseness of the lines. But
reflection soon satisfies us, that self-regard or self-
engrossment is against all love of every kind, against
love to those nearest as much as against love to
those farthest : it has no tendency to expand, as love
to kindred has: it is what all the kinds of love
oppose and diminish.

The philosophy then which the above quoted 1t L de-
lines generally express gives us no rule as to the dis- correetly
tribution of our action for happmess between our- :‘;;,';g};
selves and others in general, i.e. as to the compara- o seale
tive degree in which we should care for ourselves femnoo
and care for others. All it says in reference to this others
goes on a false analogy. Amongst others, it gives
us vaguely a comparative scale of action or of care,
what I will call a scale of preference.

A different line has been taken by some philoso-
phers who have thought less of the emotions, and
more of the happiness, which is the definite object of
the action.

Thus Bentham in the famous maxim “each t0 Bentham's
count for one, ourselves includ gives a principle z:l,faﬂft,
of supposed equity or fairness. The view expressed sl
in Pope’s lines he would admit as roughly represent-
ing fact, but fact which, in his view, morality ought
to correct.

Of Bentham’s view also it may be said that it
roughly represents fact: in the actual world, pre-
ference and equity are engaged in conflict; but
morally, it is of less value than the preceding. It
has importance as a correction of the other, but has
less importance than it.

The other gave an account, to a certain degree
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true, of the comparative degree of care due from us
to different individuals among others, though it did
not give a true account of the comparative care due,
as between ourselves and others in general: this
does not give a true account in either case.

It sounds well to say, we should take no more
care of ourselves than we should of any one else:
but it does not sound well to say, that we should
take no more care of our father or our wife than
we should of any one else.

But in regard of the former of these, though it
may sound well, that is all. The two relations, that
of ourselves to others in general, and that of one
individual amongst, others to another, are no more
comparable in this case than they are in the preced-
ing one. To say, as a general rule of conduct, that
we should take the same care and thought for our-
selves that we do for each other, as much, no more, has
simply no meaning. There are certain definite cir-
cumstances, there is no doubt, in which this rule of
equity, so to call it, is the true one. There is some-
thing to be divided : let us divide it equally. We
are on the deck of a steamer going down, and can be
saved only one at a time. Even here every one sees
the principle will hardly hold: the noble-minded
gives place to others, the cowa.rdly tries to press be-
fore others: there is no meaning, and no virtue,
though it may be a convenient arrangement, in
striking an Aristotelian mean or balance between the
generosity and the cowardice. The virtue is in the
regard for others : with the virtue there is mixed, in
each, a certain amount of regard for self : it is likely
that where there is more of the former there will be
less of the latter : virtue has nothing to do with any
relation of equality or otherwise between the two,
but simply with the abundance of the former. The
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latter is not virtue ; but neither is it vice, except so
far as it stands in the way of the former : it is simply,
as I expressed it before, of no moral account.
It will be said, that the Scripture precept ¢ Love The Serip-
thy nelghbour as thyself’ both recognizes the above son compu-od
‘ equity’ as the rule of conduct, and also exhibits an Jir °

rule of
analogy between our love for ourselves and our love Pl
for others, which I have said does not exist. the rule of

But really it neither implies such an analogy, nor oqualiy.
does it recognize equity as the rule in the manner
above, but only as a general consideration.

So far as the precept, Love thy neighbour as thy-
self, is understood to indicate a Benthamic equity,

1. e. a relation of equality between the two loves, it
must regulate our love for ourselves as well as the
others, and have an understood supplement, viz. ¢ and
thyself as thy neighbour.” But the precept is mani-
festly of the same kind, and commends itself to men’s
approbation as being of the same kind as many others,
such as, Love your enemies, Love all men as breth-
ren. On this principle ‘Love your enemies,’ 1.e.
‘Treat them as friends,” must be understood as having
the understood supplement, ‘and treat your friendsv -
no better than your enemies:’ ‘Love all men as breth-
ren,’ will have the supplement, ‘and your brethren no
better than other men.’

Now when precepts of this kind are accepted as
they have been by human nature, as showing to it its .
duty and its feelings, it is evidently not in that view
of them which we are here considering. The passages
will to a certain degree bear putting into the form
of the preferential system which I gave at first: in
which case we should read them thus, Give to your
neighbour, or spread over him, some of the feeling
which you have for yourself, to all men some of the
feeling which you have for your brethren: even to
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your enemies (here however we change the sign and
almost lose the view) some of the feeling which you
have for your friends. But they will not bear put-
ting in theequalitarian form—strike a balance between
yourselygs and your neighbour, between your friends
and your enemies, between your brethren and men
in general : they have nothing to do with quantity.

Nor will they do well for the preferential system
given previously, as is manifest from the different
manner in which each must be observed : ‘Love thy
neighbour as thyself, means, Diminish your care for
yourself, and care more for your neighbour : ‘Love
your enemies’ (it being supposedly your friends that
you do love) means, on the other hand, do not di-
minish your love for your friends, but love your
enemies too; it is here that appears the want of
analogy between the passage from ourselves to any
others, and the passage from one to another amongst
others : and clearly love for friends has no tendency
to suggest love for enemies, as love for kindred might
suggest love for non-kindred, but the contrary. In
reality, buman nature accepts these passages as
describing, vaguely but pointedly, an ideal to be
aimed at : try if you cannot come to care for your
neighbour, as a regular thing, in something of the
same proportion in which you naturally and inevitably
care for yourself.

However, I do not mean to say but that the pre-
cept, ¢ Love thy neighbour as thyself,” implies equity,
real equity, as a very important consideration. The
manner in which it does so may be seen best by com-
paring another precept with a strong reference to
equity, ‘ Do as you would be done by,” ‘Do to others
as ye would they should do to you.” Whatever reason
of equity exists for taking the former passage exactly,
applies in the same way in this. But we see at once
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it can mean no more than, Do not act towards any-
body without the thought what you would like if
you were in his place and he in yours. It is only in
a very moderate degree that this (one form of the
consideration of equity) can regulate action: the
juryman must take care that he does not allow his
feeling how much he, if he were in the prisoner’s
place, would like to hear ‘not guilty,” to influence
him : and in the same way, ‘Love thy neighbour as
thyself,’ does not imply any real putting of him in
our place and ourselves in his: it implies that we
should not forget that happiness is as dear to him as
it is to us, and pain as painful : such remembrance
will have its influence on our action, though it is only
one consideration in regulating it. '

I will endeavour to make out the principles upon Question
which action is really distributed, and to examine ﬁ:ﬁ?ﬁoﬁ
what share is taken in the distribution of it by each o el
of the two considerations above mentioned, that of view.
preference, and that of equity or equality : and I will
do this in reference to two views, or two stages of
view, of the manner in which we act or may act : the
one of which I will call the moral or ideal, the other
the jural : and I will examine what relation these two
views or stages of view have the one to the other.

By ‘action’ in the above I mean all the particu-
lars of our life and conduct, in so far as we have any
purpose in view of these, and assuming that this pur-
pose is somebody’s pleasure or welfare, our own in-
cluded: and the point under examination is whose
pleasure or welfare this is or should be, in what
degree that of one, in what degree that of another.
We might say instead of action, if we pleased,
thought, care, interestedness.

In this chapter I will discuss the question from

the moral or ideal point of view.
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Theoquali- The division of our action between ourselves and
is a foreign Others in general is regulated on the pringiple that
o on .. virtue, worth, merit, excellence, is in proportion to
itardan  the extent we act for others rather than for ourselves.
system, X . .
which sug- Qur acting for our own happiness, and our acting for
Si’;“i’h;‘"" that of others, do not come under the same considera-
pursuit of tion. The mistake of the simple utilitarian scheme
bappiness. (I mean that which simply considers the important
thing about action to be, that it should tend to some
happiness) is that, to whatever extent it attributes
merit to the acting for others’ happiness, it must do
so also to the acting for our own. The distinction
between these two ways of acting seems to me the
cardinal point of morals, a distinction which utilita-
rianism, -as a principle, endeavours as much as it can
to obliterate. It may indeed not attribute merit in
either case, neither to the acting for others’ happiness
nor to acting for our own : it may not recognize the
notion of merit, and think it only a result of educa-
tion, a late human conventionalism : it may view all
action for any happiness as alike useful and good.
If this is so, it seems to me that Bentham’s principle
of equity, given above, is an arbitrary superaddition
on his (in fact on the general utilitarian) supposition
of action being for the greatest happiness. In spite
of the mention of ‘the greatest number,’ it seems to
me that the direct tendency of all thought of this
kind, if only anybody could be considered really to
hold it (which I question whether anybody ever did,
in spite of utilitarian attempt at system), would be to
make action self-regarding and selfish. Nay, I ques-
tion whether it ought not. So far as we can abstract
‘action for happiness,’ or look at action, in each case,
as effort for some definite happiness, considering the
human, doubtful, view which we must have as to

what is happiness, and the importance of making
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sure that our action is not wasted but produces some
happiness—it almost seems to me that the most
reasonable course, even with the view of being sure of
producing the most happiness, and even in spite of
the addition ‘of the greatest number,’ would be for
each to take care of himself, and be sure of making
himself as happy as he can. “ Mirato ingentia rura ;
exiguum colito.” Look widely around and wish well
to others : but, mindful how likely dispersed effort is
to be lost, and how ignorant you are of their feelings
and circumstances, concentrate your felicific effort
where. you can make tolerably sure that none of it
will be lost, and let your production of happiness be
on your own ground, your contribution to the sum
of happiness, your own happiness.

I am well aware that many other considerations, Auewer to
in reason, enter in here, and that every man’s pleasure tbkarian
depends very largely on the pleasure of those about objector.
him, and is most intimately complicated with it, so
that he could not produce happiness for himself
alone, and in trying to produce it for himself, he would
have to do this through the process of producing it
for others. This complication of different sorts of hap-
piness, and of different people’s happiness, together,
represents the reality of human life : and moreover,
there is something besides this; viz. that happiness
does not really offer itself as a distinct and definite
object to be striven after or produced, as all our pre-
sent hypothesis supposes, but is, in various ways, too
fugitive and intangible. All this I shall have shortly
to speak of, upon the subject of ‘happiness.’ But
the view which we are taking now, as to action being
directed in each case to some definite happiness of
somebody, though a hypothesis and an abstraction,
is a view which people often do take and which it
is convenient to take: and since it is assumed as
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the foundation of the utilitarian moral philosophy,
many questions, having reference to utilitarianism,
must be discussed upon this view. If it is the uti-
litarian who urges what I have said in the first part
of this paragraph as an objection to what I have said
in the last paragraph, he is really meeting an objec-
tion to his view by abandoning his view altogether.
The principle of utilitarianism is that human hap-
piness may be made distinct and exhibited distinctly,
with measurement, as an object for action, and that
morality is the production of as much as possible of it.
It is replied : We are so much more likely to be able
to calculate, with accuracy, our own happiness than
that of others, that probably, for the mere production
of quantity, it would be best each should attend only
to his own. Though others may answer, the utili-
tarian must not, ‘ No, for happiness is indistinct and
complicated, cannot be exhibited distinctly or mea-
sured: when trying to produce the happiness of
others we constantly, without intending it, produce
our own, and if we work distinctly for our own we
are sure not to be able to gain it

The distribution then of our action between our-
selves and others in general is given us by the prin-
ciples of moral value which I discussed some time
since: viz. that that action has most moral value, or
most virtue or merit, in which there is effort for the
happiness of others accompanied with postponement
of our own : that in reality both these elements must
to a certain extent go together, (since consulting the
happiness of others is, to a certain extent, always
self-postponement, or employing otherwise effort
which might have been for ourselves:) and that
actions which are done for the happiness of others,
have their highest merit as they are done with the
most of self-sacrifice or self-devotion.
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There will be more then of thought, care, and effort
devoted to others’ utility and others’ good, according,
in the first place, as we have more of that which
utilitarians rightly praise, value for human happi-
ness, imagination how it may be best promoted,
ideals of it floating before us, and much more of
this kind ; accompanied, according to our tempera-
ment, with more or less of emotion, and sympathy
with seen or imagined misery: and, in the second
place, according as we have more or less of the
feelings 'which belong to self-forgetfulness, self-
postponement, self-devotion, and which have the
most special moral value or merit. ‘Generosity’ is
perhaps the most general and expressive term for
this kind of feelings: but it hardly expresses the
feeling belonging to the highest and worthiest acts
of the kind, for which, I think, we should deem it
insufficient : and it has also associated with it notions
not necessarily connected with actions of this kind,
and leading perhaps sometimes to misconception.

The ancient dvdpeia, fortitude or manliness, may Thisselt-
be considered to be this ‘generosity’, with great fprce s =

. X the same
reference to these associated notions, and with but 88 the

little reference to the good to others which the self- gv&ﬁa-
forgetfulness might be likely to produce. The word
‘generous’ in English is usually applied to self-for-
getfulness for the cause of others: the Latin ¢forti-
tudo’ had a wider signification, or perhaps it rather
signified self-forgetfulness, absence of fear, when
honour or shame was in question. Still both it and
the Greek dvdpeia expressed a character of mind
which is essential to the exercise of a high and large
benevolence : for the valuing the imagined result is
not enough, unless there exist also the disposition,
and the capacity, to make the effort and the self-
sacrifice.
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The pro- . As between ourselves, then, and others in general,
Pore which and with reference to our conduct as a whole, there
Yo should is no place for any considera.tions either of equality
ourselves or of preference. No morality can tell us any pro-
others  portion in which we ought, respectively, to care for

cannot be
dotermin. ourselves and for others.

ed bycon-  The bidding of what I will call bare nature, by

E;:ﬂeg:.of which I mean nature as the inferior or ordinary

equity or reason (distinguished from the higher reason, or

prefer-  aspiration and imagination, and also from emotion),
the operation of which is simply to take cognizance
of our own condition, circumstances and wants, is to
call upon us simply to take care of ourselves.

Self-preservation is the instinct of which self-

. sustentation (to be spoken of however also in
another quite different view) is the rational deve-
lopment. :

With the vast majority of mankind, the great
mass of their thought must, by the mere necessity of
the case, be devoted to self-care, modified indeed,
and extended, in a manner which we shall shortly
see. In such cases, it makes little difference whether
we consider that life altogether and the whole laying
out of it should be modelled upon moral principle and
upon considerations of virtue, or whether we consider
that self-care must be the main modeller, virtuous
principle only coming in to restrain from wrong, to
animate with more or less of good feeling, to elevate
with more or less of aspiration and ideal.

The life, or its laying out, would have on either
view to be very much the same: self-care must be
the leading feature of it : virtue would on the latter
view mapeioceNdev, come in on a second thought,
as a corrector; on the former view, virtue would be
the first thought and the leading principle indeed,
but, like some Oriental despots, would have to be
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content with its superiority, and to give up the actual
conduct of life to the inferior principle, reserving
only to itself the same degree of intervention or cor-
rection as on the other hypothesis. Still, the mere
acknowledgment of its superiority is noble and
elevating.

The degree then, in which we should care for Our first

others, is the degree in which we can do so: making ,,.,.,.tip‘:.‘.
certain in the first instance, that our life is not of Jben that

such a kind, as to lay upon them the necessity of our duty
is to give

taking care of us. This ig the other view of self-care all we can
or self-sustentation to which I just now alluded, m:"m‘:fbm
which it is one of the first, if not the very first, of
duties, for it is one without the performance of
which we shall not be able to perform any other.
It is no use to think of bearing the burdens of others
if we begin by making ourselves, or leaving ourselves
to be, a burden for them to bear. The first condition
of good or worthy action for help of others is such a
condition of avrdpkea, self-helpfulness, independence,
as shall enable us to call our action our own, and so
give us the right to dispose of it : this by itself, with
many, will of necessity fix a considerable portion of
their action upon themselves.
 All that I am saying now goes, it is to be re-
membered, upon a hypothesis which very imperfectly
fits to the facts : for in fact all our life, in most cases,
is a web of self-care and care for others, mixed and

often indistinguishable. All this in its place.

I said that, in respect of the apportioning our
care between ourselves and others in general, con-
siderations of equity do not enter in as regards the
whole of our conduct, or our conduct on the whole : I
might have said, our conduct to others in general.
I have to explain what I mean by this.

G. 14
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There is a sentiment of fuirness as between our-
selves and others, in the same way as there is a
sentiment of fairness in respect of our conduct as
between two parties. But this regards particulars
of our conduct and particular persons: it has no
bearing on our conduct as a whole, or on the
question between us and others in general. It is
flagrantly, and plainly, only. in regard of particular
circumstances and particular people that we can
make the supposition upon which utilitarians seem
to suppose that our whole conduct can be regulated,
viz. Here are two parties, myself, and whoever else
it may be: I will act, in any transactions between
the two, as if they were two parties independent of
me; as if neither of them were myself. No doubt
there are many occasions in life in which fairness of
this kind is required : but it is treating moral philo-
sophy as if it were a matter on which people might
say just what they pleased, to talk of regulating our
whole conduct, as between ourselves and others, by
it. It takes for granted certain already existing
relations between us and others, which will come
before us shortly: till then, it cannot be applied,
and is mere words. Fairness, with any meaning
in the word, implies conflicting individual inte-
rests: but the existence of individual interest at
all, implies a transgression of the Benthamic or un-
meaning fairness, according to which we should take
the same thought, and no more, for ourselves and
for each one else, or count ourselves for one only,
like any other, in the universe.

Fairness consists in refraining from taking an
undue advantage of another in any matter in which
we are rivals: it is no unfairness to work for our own
bread rather than for his, though it is self-preference.

All this, however, will be better understood after
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I have spoken, as I shall now do, about the distri- It is sp-

plicable
bution of our care, or our action for happiness, ge!:lemlly
between different individuals amongst others, fo doter-

In respect of this, fairness or equality may be Jistritu-

said to be the natural starting-point or foundation: sction
all individuals who may be the objects of our action, v
are, as a matter of course, to be treated equally
or similarly, except so far as reason may appear for
the preferring of some to others. But besides this,
equity may possibly come in afterwards, in a manner
more important, as a restraint upon over-preference,
or mis-preference.

Probably the two main principles of preference But re-

among objects of our action are these two: want, or %em;ﬂiﬁ"
opportunity ; merit, or obligation. fied by the

In the last chapter I spoke entirely of feeling or prefer-
emotion: in this, T wish, so far as I can, to leave it answer to
out of account. It is by putting together these focissr
various abstractions or partial views that we shall A oF obli-
get, so far as we can get, a general view of human
nature.

Let us then leave out of account family affection, opportu-
i.e. as a reason why we should care more for kindred 51"
than for others: I think the simple existence of the fm?o‘fl“
family relation, as a fact, is a sufficient reason why mother

_preference should be given to kindred over others. “** &
Putting this more generally, the various descriptions
of benevolence or goodwill, which I went through in
a previous chapter, indicate or suppose various re-
lations of fact, which (even if we supposed the feeling,
the goodwill, not to exist) -would show opportunity
and need for care, and thus, as facts, call for care, -
i.e. preferential care. Supposing there were no such
thing as maternal love, the mother and infant are, as
a matter of fact, in such a position the one towards
the other, that the mere fact, if we were beings who

14—2
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acted in that way, would demand that same conduct
on the mother’s part which maternal love now en-
sures. I mean, of course, supposing a general good-
will, of which the direction has in some way to
be determined.

This, which I have called the demand of fact, is
the same thing as what I have a.lrea,dy spoken of
under the name of duty. The fact, i.e. the relation,
or relative position, as a matter of fact, does not give
the notion of duty, but, supposing this to exist in
general, it: supplies the application and the particu-
larity of it. If we are such that nothing calls upon
us to help others, if we have no ears for such a call,
then of course this relation will not call : but if our
nature is prepared for the call, that is, if we possess
the general notion of mutual duty, then the relation
or fact gives the call, or fixes the particulars of
duty.

The existence of what are called in moral phi-
losophy ‘relative duties’, i.e. duties from father to
child, from child to father, from brother to brother,
&c., is in reality a call to us for preferential care or

. action for happiness in the case where such duties

exist. The nature of the care or action is generally
indicated by the relation, or, which is the same
thing, readily suggested by the mind. The de-
scription of the duty owed, is, in many cases, little
more than the same thing as describing the fact of
the relation.

The relation is, perhaps, a simply natural one:
perhaps, as that of friends, it is a self-created one:
in this case the want and opportunity are self-created,

-but do not the less exist.

We come next to relations which imply merit or
obligation : it might be better to style them gene-
rally ‘relations of occasion’in accordance with the
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language used in a former chapter. Some of them,
in any case, come best under this title: but it is not

of consequence.

The important thing about relations of this kind An action
is, that the conduct which the relation, as a fact, f'.;::‘;i.i‘y‘*
suggests to us is not mnecessarily virtuous, though p&et
it comes, in a manner, into moral consideration ; mm"’f‘“
other words, that the conduct, which, so far as the obligation
relation goes, is reasonable, may not be the proper '
conduct.

The chief relation of this kind is the position in Obligation

which any one stands towards us in respect of pre- fomand”

vious conduct, either on his part or on ours. He 225008
has benefited or injured us, or we have benefited or disturb-
injured him. The consideration of the setting right relations
the inequality (in the language of the ancient philo- cm:]}or
sophers), or readjusting the disturbance thus created, red-ess
suggests in the former case, on our part, benefit or
injury to him; in the latter case, on our part, ex-
pectation of benefit o injury from him, and, so far

as our conduct is concerned, desire to redress the
injury we have done, and to injure if our benefit is

not repaad.

This is what bare equity or fairness, justice (the
first time we have used the word) as ilgdéms or
equality, and as Siopfwrucij or expletrix, the redresser’
of inequality, would suggest: but there are two
exceedingly important considerations to come in.

The first consideration is that with which I have In such
started in this chapter, in the same way as I started goion
with the consideration of benevolence in the last, ;‘;g’;n":d
viz. that it is the nature of action to be done for the not by
productlon of some good or happiness : action exists lone, but
in the universe as a means of producing something by Sonsi.
wanted ; action is possible in the universe in virtue of utility,

of there being capacity for good or happiness, which



214 DISTRIBUTION OF ACTION CONSIDERED

the action can supply. Utilitarians have with reason
complained of the manner in which this principle
has been often assumed without acknowledgment by
their opponents. When, in consequence of mis-action
past, there is call on the principle of reason as fair-
ness, for action which is intended to produce not
happiness, but pain, there is a counter-call on the
principle of reason as utility (i.e. reason looking to
the good result of actions) against such action, as
what ought not to be. What I am now speaking
of, it is to be remembered, is the fact of the relative
position of the parties, and the consequent suggestion
of reason. As reason is divided against itself, so
also is feeling; the intellectual feeling of fairness,
of which I shall speak in a moment, is very strong
on the one side, and in aid of it are various male-
volent feelings; while there is benevolence, in what-
ever degree of strength, on the other.
and also The second consideration is that we are rivals of
- gferivally gach other (as I have before mentioned), not only in
interest, but, in a different and more important way,
in merit and excellence. I put the thing here rather
coarsely and broadly on purpose. These two rivalries
(of interest and merit) act in opposite directions ;
and elevation of nature, the Aristotelian magna-
nimity, depends upon the degree to which the latter
prevails over the former. In the rivalry of interest
the party who has injured the other is the superior ;
that, is to say, he has gained an advantage: in the
rivalry of merit the party who has conferred benefit
is the superior: and on this ground it is not he that
desires the repayment, but the other party. Similarly,
forgiveness of injuries is a moral triumph to the
forgiver, and a humiliation to the forgiven: and in
the interest of virtue, what we have reason to fear
is sometimes lest it should be only too much felt so.
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‘Injury’ and ‘benefit’ are of course however very
vague expressions. To take injury: there are two
great heads of it, insult and wrong, which stand, in
reference to what I have been saying, on a very
different footing: but still what I have said applies
in general.

In respect then of that relative position of tWo Mauner in
parties in which there has passed between them fonis
injury or benefit, the suggestions of bare fairness {,’;ﬂt‘}:‘;e“d.
are qualified by the double consideration, of utility three con-
or benevolence, and of superiority or merit. All Son
these concur to enforce gratitude, which, as I men-
tioned in the last chapter, may be urged upon us by
very different motives. On the other hand, revenge
is urged by mere fairness, while it is always opposed
by benevolence and the desire that our conduct shall
be beneficial and useful, and ordinarily by magna-
nimity also. If we have been the benefactors, mere
fairness, careless of feeling, suggests-offence at failure
of repayment, while benevolence and magnanimity
suggest the contrary. If, on the other hand, we
have injured another, fairness, benevolence, and mag-
nanimity all concur to enforce restitution, redress,
contrition, and more or less increased goodwill.

In the first and last cases indeed, secondary
feclings of a terrible nature sometimes come in,
instead of the above-mentioned secondary feeling
of increased goodwill. Men hate those by whom
they have been benefited, as odious creditors; they
hate those whom they have injured, as likely to be

nursing feelings of Tevenge.

Though I am in this chapter concerned mainly Theove
with the intellectual view of fact, yet as just nOW fpmany
in the case of benevolence, I cannot entirely escape ' the love
notice of feeling, and I will say a few words here on

what I have called the intellectual feeling of fairness.
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I described, some time since, the analogy between
the moral desire to do right, or love of duty or virtue
in general, and the intellectual love of, or value for
truth. The love of fairness, which I am now speak-
ing of, is the same thing as this desire to do right, in
a particular application and in a more definite shape :
and on account of this greater particularity and de-
finiteness, it is in special analogy with the love of
truth.

The love of fairness means first, the desire to as-
certain how interest, on our part, happiness, ad-
vantage, should be distributed, balanced, apportioned
between two parties in a particular case; what is
due to the one, what to the other: and next, the
desire that this knowledge may be acted upon,
both by the parties and by others concerned. The
desire to find out this, is in fact the same thing as
the intellectual thirst after truth, with the addition,
that the practical feelings, the sympathies and care
for good and happiness, are strongly enlisted in
the case. And then, when this has been ascertained,
there comes the anxiety for its being acted on, and
the corresponding dissatisfaction or displeasure, often
most intense, at its not being so. I have called
this love of fairness an intellectual feeling, because it
has nothing at all to do either with benevolence or
with any sesthetic feelings : the feelings with which
it most readily associates itself are the semi-malevo-
lent feelings; it tends to produce rather indigna-
tion at wrong than any sympathy with happiness.
This is because that which is fair is considered the
normal state, something natural or which ought to
exist as a matter of course, capable of exciting dis-
satisfaction if disturbed, but giving rise to no par-
ticular satisfaction in its existence. The peculiar
intensity of the feeling which springs up at the
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sight of wrong done is owing to the wounding of the
sense of fairness or equity, analogous to the wound-
ing of the sense of truth, combined with the more
emotional feelings of pity for the sufferer, and aver-
sion for the inflictor of pain.

I have here been going out of my way to speak a For right
little about the feeling of fairness, which, like other Gor oy,

tion of ac-
feelings, often exists more or less arbitrarily, and errs ton, the

in various ways. I am now rather concerned with of ;gltEE:~
fairness as a fact, or, which is the same thing, with t by com-
what the feeling of fairness, which should follow fact, fimed ¥ith
should be. ;233 and

Our conduct to different people should be regu- ence
lated, in other words, our care for them apportioned,
on three principles combined: proper preference;
proper fairness, or absence of preference ; and proper
particularity.

Our duty to kindred, for instance, has, as we
have seen, this character, that more interest is to be
taken in them than in others, in other words, that our
action, as useful, is engaged as it were to them, before
we have right to the general disposal of it ; and also
that the nature of our action towards or for them is
determined by the nature of the relation : it is dif-
ferent according as they are parents, according as
they are children, according to what they are. The
principles of preference and particularity both come
in. .

On the other hand, the principle of equity or
fairness exists, to prevent over-preference and mis-
preference. It exists, as between the preferred and
the non-preferred ; and as among the preferred. )

I mentioned that our preference, in care and Eﬁ:’;ﬁ“&
action, of kindred and others standing in similar 2es
relation to us, is a feeling which in some respects exlension
resembles self-preference, or has selfish elements in it. love.
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In one point of view, it s an extended self-regard :
and this is important for various reasons.

The view that all benevolence. is an extension of
self-love, which, as I said, roughly represents a real
fact, does so in this way for one; that, as affection
to kindred and friends, if we compare it on the one
side with simple self-regard, may be called beneto-
lence, so, if we compare it on the other side with
philanthropy and the wider desire of human happiness,
it may be called selfishness. To this is to be added,
that many really selfish elements associate themselves
with it, while, exactly to the same degree in which
this takes place, benevolent elements mix with our
selfishness : an interchange takes place : we think of
those whom we love with selfishness ; we are ready
to sacrifice ourselves for those we love. The greater
part of the selfishness or self-interestedness which
exists is of this character : it is very far from being
mere care for our single selves. But then, correspond-
ingly, our love for those connected with us takes a
selfish character: our reputation, our success, our
pleasures, are bound up in them.

Confiict ot So strongly is this the case, that carrying relative

and ;:;e. duty too far, as against general duty, is an offence

rlduty.  against duty altogether, as great as the neglect of
relative duty would be; and within the limits of
relative duty itself, there is duty to be maintained
which is not relative. Undue preferences in families,
as amongst children for instance, is one of the most
fertile sources of evil and trouble.

The principle which, in these respects, is to be set
against relative duty is, what we may call in general,
fairness or equity : as we are considering it now, it is
vague and without very much meaning : its meaning
will come to it chiefly at a later stage of consideration,
after we have supposed people existing in a definite
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social state under law. Still it has importance in
the earlier stage: we owe duty to everybody: in some
respects all are to be treated alike; no one’s hap-
piness should be matter of indifference to us.

What has been said as to the wrongness of over-
care for kindred, &c., applies in the same way to the
occastonal relations which I have spoken of, of bene-
factor and benefited, &c. Gratitude is a stronger
call upon us perhaps even than family affection ; but
still one which, like that, must have its law and
limit. Nor, if we have injured any, shall we do any
good by violating fairness in some other way to redress
the wrong.

But enough perhaps of relations which suggest a The duty
preference, in our care, thought or good-will for one mh
over another. There are other relations which sug-
gest our action in particular cases, some of them most
important: and I will here discuss one which is
perhaps the most important of all.

This is the relation of trusting and trusted.

By our nature, we are, to a certain extent, a
sealed book each one to others: we can keep our
thoughts to ourselves, while we can say what we please.
And besides this, our will is exceedingly fluctuating
and uncertain ; we constantly do not know our own
mind for the future.

Now if we have given occasion to any to trust us,
so as to regulate by this trust in any way his mind
and thought, our action is pledged by this or en-
. gaged to him in the same way as I mentioned in

respect of relative duty, and much more definitely.
And independent of any act of ours, in virtue of our
mere nature as men, we give occasion to others to
trust what we say as expressing our thought: and
hence truthfulness is an inevitable duty of speech. I
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suppose, if we individually could, in any way, let
each person know that we were an exception to human
nature, and that we wished it to be universally un-
derstood that what we said did not at all necessarily,
though it might, represent our thought ; in this case,
there would be no duty of truthfulness for us, because
our speech would not be human speech, but would be
only sound without meaning. As it is, the most
untruthful speech is human speech, because it is
understood as addressed to people who more or less
trust us, and because it has, ordinarily, one of two
purposes, either to express the man’s mind, or to

‘mis-express it and deceive : it is not human speech

unless it has some purpose in relation to understand-
ing.
The proper moral aspect of truthfulness seems to

one arpect 1N to be that it is one case of the very wide duty of

of faithful-

ness,

faithfulness to trust, which alone renders possible
the correspondent virtue of trustfulness; the two
together constituting almost the highest prerogative,
the greatest glory, and at the same time, the greatest
pleasure of human nature.

Truthfulness comes more simply thus, as a branch
or case of faithfulness, than as a branch or case of
‘openness,’ which latter, as virtue, is a matter of
difficult consideration.

There is no more occasion that we should wear
our heart and mind on our sleeve, than that we
should turn our heart inside out, and live in public,
except so far as others may be benefited by our open-
ness, or as it may affect their action ; or, on the other
hand, except so far as any reserve or incommunica-
tiveness is the result of fear. Our minds are, by the
necessity of our nature, individual, and very often
what is in them cannot be communicated, because
such communication is a double process, involving
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conditions on the part of the listener as well as on
the other side.

The action suggested to us by the above relations, For the
and other similar ones, constitutes duty, or the law of tion of

duty, as to its particulars; or, if we like so to express 32t 7
it, it gives us the contents of that law of duty, the &ystem of
ideal of which we form to ourselves in the manner relations.
which I described in a former chapter, which, so to
speak, we' imaginatively impose upon ourselves, or
imagine as binding upon us.

The law of duty, in so far as we consider it not
an ideal presenting itself to our imagination, but as
something actually existing, or which has existed,
or which might possibly exist, as an understood and
more or less obeyed rule of conduct among men, is
called natural law or the law of nature.

But, as a rule of conduct, though it has thus con-
tents or particulars, it is evidently exceedingly vague.

Before it can be applied to any extent, there is
quite a different set of eonsideratiens upon which we
have to enter. We have to consider men as existing,
as in fact they always do exist, in certain relations
to each other more complicated and more definite
than those which we have as yet considered: they
are what are called positive as distinct from moral
relations, and the system of them is what is called
positive law. I shall more generally call them jural
relations. The law of duty has to be applied to the
conduct of men to each other, in reference to these
relations ; to take cognizance, both of the manner of
the formation of the relations, and of men’s conduct
in them. These will form the subject of our next
chapter.



APPENDIX ON DISTRIBUTION OF ACTION IN
REFERENCE TO EXISTING LAW:

i::ﬁ“ JUSTNESS, in the highest degree of abstractness or general
refer- o s . T .
enceto  application to which we can trace the word, is indistinguish-
:?:;:s . able from fairness, fitness, rightness.

law,lawof  Between this point of abstractness and the most definite
1':“1;1‘&‘2.’.. understanding which can subsist among men as to the most
ity,of  accidental relations, there is a continuoug course of possible
God. relation and action, which we may divide into three regions,

commencing from the lowest :

(1). That to which applies particular and express human
law, with its definite authority and penalties.

(2). That to which applies general and unformalized
human law, +.e. universal, public, or (more or less) general
opinion.

(3). That to which applies conscience, imaginatively re-

_ presenting to us a more general and higher opinion or
Jjudgment still, viz. that of all possible intelligent and moral
beings, to which our intelligence and moral judgment, so far
as they are true and right, must be conformable. Natural
religion concentrates this judgment into that of God, and
revelation makes it definite, and makes known to us the
particulars of it.

There lies thus always an inward or moral appeal from
express human law to universal human feeling, and from
(apparent) universal human feeling to our own conscience,

! In the preceding chapter the Author had proposed to consider the
principles on which action should be dist:ibuted, first, from the ideal, and,
second, from the jural point of view, and also to examine the relation of
these two views to each other. He has completed the first part of his
task, but has left only the merest sketch of the second and third. 1have
thought it better therefore to insert here a discussion of the same subject
taken from an older MS. marked Series 3, incorporating in it one or two
paragraphs from the later sketch. Eb.
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as representing to us, in the only way practicable, the law of
universal intelligence or of God.

The definition which I gave of law some time back will Definition
be remembered: it is the restraint or regulation of the acts ° 1%
of individuals, in view of the advantage of each and all, by
sufficient authority and power. The authority, recognized
by the common reason, distinguishes it from mere violence :
the power, acting upon individuals by penalty, where neces-
sary, distinguishes it from mere custom.

Duty is concerned with actual human law in three ways : Duty in
it regulates, to a certain extent, the making it: it enforces :z%g;‘lil?w
obedience to it as actual law, except in cases where it is
contrary to duty iteelf: beyond such obedience, it regulates
action in conformity with the relations which actual law has
introduced.

In considering relative duty as it exists in society and The law
civilization, or under actual law, we have to consider indivi- gff:z;
duals as clothed, so to speak with various circumstances and rights and
conditions. The simplest view of these is to call them rights duties in

. | A . accordance .
and duties. Duties exist as we have seen prior to any actual with the

law: the term ‘rights’ was introduced in later jural language ::]t?ﬁ? ne
to express the circumstances of the party to whom duty was hshed by
-owed, signifying the same as claim, call, due.

The purpose of law is to regulate individual action, but
" the manner in which this is done, in all actual law which is
in other than its rudest stage, is not by mere isolated injunc-
tion, but is by the recognition of individuals as in various
relations to each other, or by the placing them in such
relations, with certain things which each must do and which
each may claim; and then saying to individuals, If you do
anything inconsistent with, or offending against, these ar-
rangements, you incur such and such a penalty.

Law is thus an order, vouos, or distribution of men in a Lawis
society : that is, it is an authoritative distribution or appor- :?12; e
tionment of a certain portion of their actions for them. tive distri-

This general distribution is the sum of a number of less 3::;3:. of
general distributions, or arrangements as to the things people
may claim or must do, and these arrangements, in so far as
they are brought into being by the actual law, are called
‘institutions.” An actual society is abstractly a congeries of
such institutions.
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Bourcesof - Actual law is, at no one time, without its authority, i.e.

e autho-

rityof  power accepted by reason as nght but the authority which

actuallaw. there is for it at any one time is, in a measure, accidental :
that is, the authority which there is for it at the particular
time, is representative more or less of three separate things,
(1) of the superiority of the whole society to each individual
member of it: (2) of the superiority which there is in the
continued society, as existing in past and (prospectively) in
future time, over the collection of individuals at any moment:
and (3) of that general government of all intelligent beings
by God, which is the moral law. The form of the represen-
tation is in a great measure accidental. The power and
reason both come, more or less from each one of the things
which are represented.

Its embo- Prim4 facie, the power is in the whole body; but practi-

g“g;“:c‘:i_ call‘y, the power at any time is very much according to the

dental.  accidental grouping of the members, and the third considera-
tion supplies an additional element of moral power the
practical effect of which is very great. Primi facie, again,
the reason (the business of which is the consideration of the
good of all) is in the whole body: but practically some will
be better judges of this than others, and experience will
very probably have suggested certain ways of selecting such
judges, as well as the best means for judging, and for carry-
ing into effect their judgment.

Barepower ~ When it is said that, of particular law, the authority at

:;fg::{fg any time is a matter of accident, what is meant is that it is

rity by the equally authority of whatever sort it is, and whencesoever it

10508%-  has come; the two elements of it as authority being power

tion of
relations and recognition. Practically, in many cases, authority or

:&;Oth legific competence has begun in bare power; and law, so to
call it, that is, such regulation of action as there has been,
has been simply the result of a struggle between two parties,
in which the weaker has yielded. Sociality or political life
has been the gradual conversion of this state of things into
one of mutual understanding and consideration: bare power
has become authority by the prevalence of the feeling on the
one side that obedience to it is a duty, and on the other that
the exercise of it is not meant for private benefit, but for the

Drowth of benefit of all.

custom. Law grows of itself, like language, and passes from one
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state to another. Much of it begins in the form of custom :
and, of the great and important parts of it, there are few
which, as a matter of fact, have ever been established as the
result of previous deliberate discussion. They have estab-
lished themselves gradually: one and another has been con-
vinced of the utility of a practice, it has been imitated, and
has grown by more or less general assent into a custom: and
then such customs have authoritatively established them-
selves as law. Such discussion as has come, in human ex-
perience, on these greater points of law, has hence beeu of
defence and attack, rather than of previous consideration of
advisability. What has been deliberate has been sometimes
repeal or alteration of the great principles, but more gene-
rally various development and modification, with addition of
smaller accompaniments.

In speaking therefore of law as something enacted, we The main
have to consider that the great framework of law in any femewerk
system has (speaking generally) never been matter of proper existed
enactment, but has had its authority in a great degree inde- 2,’;:;_‘ °
pendent of such: what enactment it has had has been a ment,
formal expression of something previously existing. When mm]fh”
we speak of the institution of property, we do not mean that i ‘:
property is a thing which has ever been historically insti- !
tuted: the human race has never been without it. It is,
historically, an universal human custom, made definite, in
various ways, by particular law. Deliberation .or previous
discussion as to the establishment of .cardinal institutions
of this kind would have been impossible, in the same way as
a previous discussion, on the part of any number of men,
whether they should adopt the practice of la.nguage the
possibility. of orderly organization for the previous dlscuaslon
involves the existence of the institution.

Keeping then in remembrance this, that, hJstoncally, The
much of law has never had an express purpose, we may say of o4
that the purpose of law is the public utility, and that law is of hw is
good in proportion to its utility, that no law which we are :’111::1(1
certain is useful can be unjust. But in respect of law there conform
are three things, justness, utility, naturalness, very closely hm‘“
- complicated together. And the first which we have need to
notice is naturalness. Naturalness expresses both primary
justice, as the word is applicable to laws, and primary utility.

G. 15
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The Before we can settle as to particulars, what is just, or not
Rilicy of & unjust, and what is useful, we must have before us the facts
mc:nd of human nature to which justice and utility are to be
tormined Teferred. A law that the wife should support the husband
in refer- would be unjust, because nature has made man the stronger
:ﬂ::rt:l its of the two. A law that female children (or a certain portion
——REBS. of them) should be destroyed (as enacted in Rajpootana
on grounds of presumed public utility) would really be un-

useful, as doing violence to those primary facts of nature

to which all utility must be referred. We must therefore

have given to us the great outlines of law from considera-

tions of what is natural to man, and then law may be de-

veloped on the principle, that whatever is for the general

good, including the maintenance of these as a part of it,

and is not contrary to the higher law of rightness, is what

should be.
lBases of The two great bases of legislation, in all human ex-
,‘l’f“‘ perience, have been famzly and property, the one going with

family and the other: and these again are results of two facts belonging
ProPerty: 45 human nature, one, that man in society, speaking generally,
can produce or add to the whole stock of wealth more than
he wants, at least for his immediate and individual use: the
other, that man is not tnsulated, v.e. that the self, whose
interest self-regard makes him seek, is not divided by a
definite boundary from the not-self, in rivalry with which he
seeks it. As the body is, for sensiveness, at once a part
of ourselves and of the physical external world, being the
medium between the two, so family stands between a man’s
self and the society, at once a part of both. The two facts
(of the gaining power of men and the needs of the helpless
part of the family) are clearly correspondent : the law says no
more than nature does in saying the community will help
you to preserve what you gain, on condition that you use
your gains in support of those whom you ought to support.
Both, in different ways, shall belong to you.
Inequality  That the institution of property is in this manner natural
;‘ﬁ:‘;ﬁﬁy for the human race, 1.e. was what, considering what men are,
* could not fail to take place and what human experience
could not fail to ratify, has not probably been disputed.
But it might be considered that the existence of separate
property was a primaval abuse, necessary perhaps in early
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ages, but one which civilization might be expected to rectify ;
that mutual trust, the great character of civilization, might
increase to such an extent that the stock of property might
without injury be held in common: or in any case, without
going so far as this, it might be considered that the great
inequality of property, which would very likely develope
itself, is what law, in the interest of all, might check. The
inequality which does develope itself in this respect, and
which seems more and more to do so the higher the econo-
mical civilization is carried, is a thing, in some respects,
painful to contemplate; and it is a great hindrance to moral
civilization. But so far as human experience goes, it seems
as if a high economical civilization or a large population
(which can only exist on the supposition either of this, or
else of a very low level of material welfare on the part of
the mass) cannot ariseé or be kept up without the full
allowance of such inequality. The inequality of property
which arises in a comparatively uncivilized time, from pre-
occupation and superior strength on the part of some, though
this cause acts with diminished force in the advance of
civilization, yet is reinforced from another source, in the
exceeding inequality of commercial success, and the tendency
to accumulation in particular hands which commerce in-
volves. This again arises from the same fact of the superior-
ity, if we are to call it 8o, of one man to another, the result
of such individual superiority being continued in families.
Many efforts have been made, at one time or another, to
cause by legislation comparative equality, but their result
has always been as yet to paralyse commerce and industry
(upon which the national support depends) and in this way
to prevent the increase of property in general, while the
existing property has only changed hands, without any
greater equality than before being at all secured. It ap-
pears as if human nature was such, as not to allow the
stretching of the cord of mutual trust too tight. It is the
union of the feeling of it with an equally strong feeling of
individual liberty, enterprise and interest, which alone seems
able to produce that amount of exertion which is required to
make nations prosperous. It is not only human selfishness
but individual independence, which revolts against equaliza-
tion : inequality of property is only one form of that general
15—2
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variety of condition, which seems a necessary part of human
nature. And man, though rising above most of the brute
animals in having the idea of a community to work for, and
in the fact that there are some of his race with whom this
will be a sufficient stimulus, yet is not so far raised above
them as that it is sure to be a sufficient stimulus for all.
The stimulus of individual necessity seems to be still indis-
pensable.

It may perhaps then be considered as what human nature,
at least as interpreted by and known from human experience,
suggests as one base or primary provision for law, that each
member of the community should continue undisturbed in
the possession of what is his, as the representative of a
former pre-oceupation ; and that he should also be allowed to
enjoy the fruits of his abilities and industry, to whatever
amount they may accumulate, and whatever degree of in-
equality of condition may result from such accumulation.
The law of England is honourably distinguished at present
in doing what the law certainly ought to do, viz. providing
that this inequality shall never go so far as to admit of really
unsupperted destitution. In a complicated society, where the
soil is all appropriated in such a manner that independent
support of life is entirely impossible, there is doubtless a
right in each individual to support at the hands of the com-
munity to this extent; it is a part of the common law of
mankind. The community says to him, Instead of the
aboriginal and barbarous ways of gaining your bread which
are now not possible, we open to you a thousand others: if
these are all, for whatever reason, impracticable for you,
then we will support you: more particularly we charge our-
selves with your support in those times of sickness and old
age, which barbarism cut short or neglected.

In England such a provision is fitting and equitable, not
only from the general complication of society, but also from
the difficulty and expense of moving from one place to
another where support may be more easily obtained.

It has never been the condition of human nature, nor
ever could be, that every ‘man should claim, as his right,
a ready-made society to be born into, with all the ad-
vantages which could arise from the previous labour of
others in his behalf. If men are so fortunate, well and good :
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if not, they have only to do what their forefathers have done
before them, and make a place in the world for themselves.
Property rights in England are representative of former
movements, emigrations, and occupations continued through
many generations: it is competent for those who are born
into a pre-occupied land to repeat such movements in other
lands. So it is thatnew communities are established and
civilization extends.

Legislation in respect of family, which is the other great
primary matter of law, is parallel and correspondent with
that in respect of property.

The economical unit of a state is the property of each The
member of it, and the social unit is each family, to the family is
members of which that property is, speaking generally, unit.
common.

Legislation about property is, so far as necessity goes, Legal con-
chiefly concerned with its relation to the family, and with its fomqy o
(wrongful or rightful) passing from one hand to another property.
(which indeed includes much of the former).

Historically, much complication has arisen from the -
association of property with service to be done, which is
what we call the feudal system. But without entering into
details of law, we have merely to speak of a few facts of
society with which it is concerned.

The first family relation is that of husband and wife.

The experience of mankind shews us as facts, which have Perma-

. . . e t mon-
existed in nations to some extent civilized, polygamy, and a ';;:my r

terminable monogamy so to call it. thenatural
. " o s . . form of
But one special condition of civilization and human im- 2 iago

provement is “ concubitu prohibere vago,” and the experience associa-
of civilization may be taken as leading us to think that Ho™
neither of the above is so far a remove from it as is desirable.

Our previous ideas of human nature would tend the same

way.

The feelings which should lead to the marriage associa-
tion are of such a nature, that unless concentrated on one,
they can hardly have that elevating, higher than sensual,
character, or produce that entireness of union which it is a
fact in human nature that they do have and produce. And,
under either of the above-mentioned conditions, the family
can hardly exist in the manner in which it should, con-
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sidering its importance as the foundation-stone and rudiment
of society.

Hence religion with which these primary relations of
human society have always been a matter of special care,
and the Christian revelation in particular, has drawn the
marriage bond and the restriction to one very tightly.

One reason for dissolution of marriage is expressly
allowed by Christianity, and there are others besides which
might be considered valid: but in dealing with this subject
it must never be forgotten, that the loosening of the marriage
tie is the loosening of society altogether. To say that
nothing can authorize exceptions may be too much ; but the
engagement bon4 fide till death do part seems as much an
anchor of civilization as of religion.

The relation, as to power and property, between husband
and wife, is a matter upon which laws have varied and
nature has not apparently given principles so clearly: but
perhaps it may be said to have given this, that the idea of
moral similarity of the sexes, the keystone of Plato’s educa-
tion, is fallacious. Mind has given rise to a possibility of
difference which destroys the analogy in this respect between

man and the brute animals, even supposing there were in

their case, which may be doubtful, that similarity of sexes
which Plato assumes. That human society derives much of
its interest and value from the moral difference between the
sexes, is what we should hardly now hesitate to say, and
surely human experience is with us. Each needs and helps
the other.

That law then should recognize a difference between the
sexes, is no more-than its expressing a natural fact: and if
this is to be considered a political inferiority of the one, it is
an inferiority surely balanced by the social influence, power
and importance on their side, which there is no doubt but
that it greatly helps, and with the best result.

I have briefly discussed these two heads of legislation by
way of illustrating the manner in which we have to proceed
in making, defending, or altering laws. We have to attend
first of all to what is patural, which is known partly by the
examination of the circumstances of the physical nature of
man, and partly by an observation of the experience of man-
kind about it.
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Then, when from these first principles we have fixed the
purposes and parties to which definite utility and justice are
to be referred, we may discuss what is just or useful as to
details.

In respect of any of the first institutions of society, such
as marriage, the details of its usefulness may be exhibited ;
but the examining whether it is useful or not almost of
necessity involves a fallacy. For there is assumed in the
process that society, constituted as it is upon it, could have
existed in anything like the manner it does independently of
it. What these are useful for is not the improvement only,
but the very existence of society.

Passing on from this framework, the test of a good law, Justice
as to detail, is that it is useful, and not unjust. In this ‘i‘;’fh';hmy
second degree usefulness means, in the main, conduciveness second de-
to the stability of that first framework which we have &7
alluded to, which, as has been said, gives the principles to
which utility is to be referred. And justice here means
fairness among the different individuals whom the law con-
cerns, on the supposition of that framework, which deter-
mines their relations, and consistently with it.

We shall shortly discuss the idea of happiness and the Legal
nature of utility as referred to that: at present we will say }:22{’ and
that happiness is an idea not definite, and that legal happi- happiness.
ness (that to which utility as predicated of laws, refers) must
be taken to mean the possession and enjoyment of those
things, which human experience, as exhibited in actual
human arrangements, scems to shew man likes. Property
and the preservation of it against others, family power,
affection, protection, stability, these and many other such
things in the eye of all practical law, are not for happiness
(¢.e. useful) but are happiness, and legal utility is the being
helpful or contributory to them.

It will be asked, Is law to have no higher purpose than Should

this, and is not the legislator to form his own idea of what ﬁ‘&:"g‘:’

will make the subjects of the law happy and be for their good, content to
and to make his laws accordingly ? aim at

Theoretically, and to the extent to which we can, with any His aim
sig.rni.ﬁcance, speak of: a legislator and of power on his part, ;:;‘l;::ibc:l
this is so. But practically human nature or political society, as well as

in many things, legislates for itself. Of definite or pre-expe- elevated.



In old
times the
legislator
was an
educator.

Society is
a partner-
ship not
only for

232 ON DISTRIBUTION OF ACTION

rimental systems of law, a part takes hold, a part dies or be-
comes inert. It is not what the legislator promulgates, but
what he can make the people more or less act upon, which is
the law worth considering as such.

The views which determine what laws are to be, should be
both elevated and practical: the former character is not likely
to exist in the first instance in a mass of people, though it is
very possible that when it is once initiated, they may heartily
respond to it: large and exalted views belong to the legisla-
tor. The latter character, if it does not exist in the legisla~
tor, will probably shew itself in fact afterwards, by rendering
part of his work useless. While the legislator therefore may
form for himself a high ideal of what he would wish his
people to be, he must bear in mind, that judging by human
experience, his enactments, be they what they may, will
one way or another make themselves. There still remains
perbaps much that he can do: and the higher the aim in
this, the better.

Legislators, in earlier times, were looked upon as educa-
tors, and no doubt they often were so. In respect of actual
codes of law which history tells us about, it is often difficult
to make sure how much of each of them was embodiment or
re-embodiment of what existed before in the form of custom
or law, and how much came fresh from the legislator. But
the power of individuals for good in this way must often have
been very great. It is possible that much of what has been
described as the foundation of law may in the first instance
have owed its suggestion to individuals, conceiving more
strongly than others that which must have been more or less
common to the thoughts of all, and with the art of putting it
into practical shape and influencing the wills of others in
favour of it. In simpler society, a man in character at once
representative of others and more high and large-minded
might actually by laws effect much in the way of educating
and civilization. In the more complicated states of civiliza-
tion this of course is not so possible. But it is still possible
to have, and to encourage in those who are to make laws,
elevated views of what those laws may at least try to effect.

A society is a partnership not only for the purposes of
police, ¢.e. for the mutual protection of property, but also for
the purpose of helping the common progress, and for the aid
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which the members may give each other in all which makes matual
human nature better. The law is the action of the society tw,fe'{,u{
in doing this. In vast societies like some of the states of for im-
modern times, with the multitudes of conflicting interests and Do,
opinions which they involve, it is doubtless difficult for the
general law to effect much more than the keeping of the peace
and the maintenance of the above named first principles.
But sp far as it can act to improve public morals and the
general character of the population, it should. And the wish
that such means should be found, is one which should exist in
the minds of those whose business is to legislate. Without
regulating everything and making, as was the tendency of
some of the ancient legislation, the society all, the individual
nothing, we yet need not take the opposite extreme of consi-
dering the partnership and, its expression, the law, simply an
evil and a restraint, of which therefore the less there is the
better. The law should be not merely a restraint, but a
means of common action for good.

Prevention therefore of anythmg injurious to public morals It ‘must
is thus one thing the law may aim at, and means of effecting g:;:‘;:z_
it what it should look for. In a more positive way the law vision
should provide for the education of the people and the encou- 23t for
ragement of religion ; this latter, not onlyas a part of the en- and re-
couragement of morality, but as a common paying of the duty ligion.
which every member of the community owes to God. The
distinction of the Sunday from other days is at once a part of
traditional and revealed religion, and is an ordinance for the
benefit of all engaged in labour. By ancient usage of our
country the state itself is considered in some degree a reli-
gious union ; more or less of a religious character is given to
important acts of it; and the law provides, by ancient endow-
ments, for the keeping up of the worship and knowledge of
God among the people. This is at once in the highest degree
auxiliary to the general purpose of the law, in the preserving
the public peace and morality, and in itself it is the highest
purpose which the law could subserve. Nor is there any op-
position between such action on the part of the law and that
individuality of religion, which is demanded by the spirit of
Christianity. It would be hard if improvement of faith
should lead to apparent godlessness, and Christian communi-
ties should fail to do what all other communities have done,
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viz. make their society and their-law, so far as they could, a
help to their religion.
With the In a civilized and complicated community, law as to its
T opoiety form and method, loses certain characters, which in a simpler
law be- ~ one it may have, in regard of the education or improvement
Srore toch. Of the people. It necessarily becomes professional: it becomes
nical, and 80 vast in detail that principles and leading features are lost:
islooked it acquires its own language, which is unintelligible to the
less sym- majority : it ceases to influence the mind or modes of thought
pathy and ¢ people, being rather looked on with awe and dislike, and
the necessity for paying any attention to it being deplored as
a calamity. This progress is gradual: in simpler states of
society, the law is an interesting and important part of na-
tional literature : long after this, and after it has become to a
certain degree technical, the study of it makes, so to speak, a
part of the apprenticeship of a gentleman : at last its extent
and technicality become so great, as to render even this im-
possible. How far this progress of things is necessary, we
cannot here discuss. It is concerned with morality in this
manuner. So long as laws continue within the scope of the
general mind of the people, they are viewed with an interest
and respect which disappear as they become more technical.
It is desirable that law should present itself to the minds of
people as, not simply offering to their choice the alternative
of either a particular course of action or the penalty of dis-
obedience, but as having a claim upon their obedience and
regard independent of penalties, for the reason involved in it
and the good purposes which it serves. Of course the paying
or not of such regard will depend in the main on the substance
of the laws, and in a large community and system of laws there
must be various laws which one and another will consider un-
just, and what ought to be altered. But still, a right view in
this respect would surely be very much helped if laws were
more distinctly presented before the minds of people: both
the reasons for their existence and the manuer in which they
might be improved would thus be made more apparent. The
public reason would make itself better felt, as such, if it were
not too much dissociated in manner and language from rea-
son in individuals.
There is a further practical difficulty as to laws of formal
procedure. Occasions will continually arise, when these will
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exactly defeat the purpose which they are intended to subserve.
It is when there are no more of them than necessary, when
the purpose for which they are intended is definite, that peo-
ple will be likely to understand that the good which they cause
upon the whole would not be attainable except at the hazard
_of the occasional injustice which seems inherent in them.

We are naturally led from the duty of the legislator to the Duty of
duty of those subject to the law. In fact, what we have last 2:5,:11',22&
treated about makes a transition between the two. to the law.

We will speak another time of the difficulties which may
arise from the conflict of the requirements of the laws of the
land with those of higher or moral law.

In earlier society, the law of the society (not a.lways accu- The law
rately distinguished from the unwritten eustom of it) is con- itself i8

suggestlve
" sidered to furnish at least a general outline of moral behaviour, of action
and to be the first thing to be regarded. tﬁz‘i::,

Vir bonus est quis ?
Qui consulta patrum, qui leges juraque servat.

But “ad legem bonum esse” can hardly from the first be both in
considered sufficient. The law suggests and, for obedience to zl;‘:n';:i_
it, almost requires a corresponding education and general tone sion and
of feeling which, without any express provision, must cause a * xtension.
much wider and completer action in the direction indicated
than is demanded by the law itself. Next come, in various
forms of philosophy, considerations of virtuousness, excellence,
and free good action supenor to mere legal obedience and to
custom : and often, as in the main in our time and country,
the care of influencing and educating the morals of a country
belongs to religion, and is considered a part of it.

The wider sphere of good action suggested by the narrower
law of the land is both an expansion of it and supplementary
to it. The law requires particular conduct on our part towards
certain people, on account of their particular circumstances or
relation to us: the corresponding virtuousness will consist in
the acting, not only by the letter but in the spirit, of such con-
duct to them, and also in acting in the same spirit, so far as
it is applicable, to others, to whom we are not so bound.

These two processes, of the intensification of legal relations,
and the supposition, so to call it, of moral ones beyond them,
must be contemporaneons. The legal obligation of care for
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our family must be raised into special kindred love, and must
further be supplemented by more general love, by the suppo-
gition of a moral relation beyond that of kindred. We are to
love brethren more, and to count all men brethren: the addi-
tional amount of moral feeling generated is to go partly in
intensifying the legal or express relation, and partly in extend-
ing the feeling belonging to it, as far as we can, beyond itself,
to others with no such definite claim upon us. This expand-
ing and supplementing of actual law is in fact bringing it
into relation with more general law, or moral feeling.

‘Let him that stole steal no more, but rather let him
labour, working with his hands the thing that is good, that
he may have to give to him that needeth’ This passage
is singularly expressive as a general sketch of what moral
education should aim at when it takes the definite law as
its starting point. The crime or offence is distinct, and
the disposition of mind prompting it is so likewise: the
thing to be aimed at is to draw the mind as far as
possible the other way, to produce a disposition as far as
possible different. It is not merely that he may have law-
fully what he has tried to gain unlawfully; but that he may
have to give fo others, instead of its being (apparently)
necessary for him to take from them. Stealing or injury
suggests the idea of its opposite, beneficence or benefit.

The laws of a nation are a more or less definite and com-
plete expression of a public spirit and feeling which is pro-
duced in the first instance by education, using the word in a
wide sense, and which afterwards operates to extend and
supplement the laws in the manner above described.

The wider law thus generated derives its authority from
publlc opinion ; its sanctions are public approval and dis-
" approval, and they are very powerful. To many it will con-
stitute nearly the whole law of their action: by those who think
and feel more deeply it will be respected as a representation,
though often inadequate, of what is higher than itself, the
common feeling of human nature, and also of that which
when not inconsistent with this; is itself also valuable, the
traditional individuality of the nation.

This common feeling of human nature, though indefinite
and not easy to fix as to the detail, is yet a reality, and is, in
practice, that which most commends and brings home to
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man the facts of rightness. It is the jus genfium or jus nature
naturale of the Roman law. It is a law, the authonty and ?Eﬁf“‘a
penalties of which, in this form of it, are in conscience and hlsher
human opinion, the former imaginatively representing the il
second, where this latter cannot itself act. This is the law,

certain particulars of which become, in the manner which we

have mentioned, the great framework of national law. In

those who are able to enter into the idea of it, it generalizes

and exalts and supplements the national or public spirit as

this does the particular national law.

There are certain parts of human conduct, which not Certain

entering much into express law, are regulated greatly by 5;’2},;’;‘;%
general feeling, and refer themselves a good deal to this, such as
without the possibility of reason much more definite being 2,";"“,,,:{,,,,
given for them, Of this class is much of what we call ll;eﬂh“d
decency of manner and purity of conduct. There is much h{gher
that is necessarily conventional in the details of these, but 1av-
the conventions, so to call them, upon which the main princi-
ples rest, are deep rooted and widely spread human feelings.
There is no part of human conduct, the regulation of which
more concerns the orderliness of human society and the
elevation of character of the individual: and it is this fact
together with that just mentioned, that it is harder to give
definite reason as to this part of rightness than others, which
has always more specially placed it under the guardianship
of religion.

That which this common feeling of human nature repre- This law
sents is what is understood by the moral or supreme law in suthe

reme
its application to man. To the independent reason it is that moral law
systematic arrangement of all things (relations of persons ::,:&"h
included) upon which the rightness of actions depends. informs
This system, to the eye of such reason, has of necessity one e
Author, who is concerned to maintain and vindicate it, and
from whom therefore penalty for infringement of its arrange-
ments may be expected.

The conscience and feeling of man presents from a dif- and to
ferent side this same feeling of a law, the violation of which :'cl:;:};:on'
is anticipatedly punishable. Human and conscientious dis- bears
approval or condemnation is felt not as the punishment, but ™"***
as the presage, the warning, the indicator of it. The offender

has not only offended against human opinion and law, for
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which men and his conscience hate and torture him, but he
has offended against something which that opinion represents,
and for which offence punishment from somewhere beyond
man, & Nemesis or Ate, indistinct sketches of a real future
judgment, await him. Law is the establishing of rights, and
the righting of wrongs; human feeling indicates to us, more
or less distinctly, what the rights are, and at the same time
anticipates, more or less distinctly also, the manner in which
the wrongs done in violation of them will be righted.
Actusllaw  In the view which we have been taking, obedience to the
:‘;f}’ ]ffa actual law is looked upon as the lower limit of moral duty,
complete but, in a manner, as representative of the extent of it: so
;ﬁ‘;:;‘f" °! that it in some measure directs towards what general con-
action.  duct should be.

This however it can only be very imperfectly, even taking
duty in its most positive or objective form. For the law has
to be very definite, and in this way, it may have to pass over
conduct which may be more injurious to society than many
of the crimes which it punishes.

A code of And all that large part of morality which is concerned
;“;’;}“’ rather with the constant outgrowth of tempers and dis-
possible. positions than with definite actions is one to which con-
siderations from actual law have no direct application.
A man without doing any special action which can be con-
sidered an offence against family duty, may make all those
about him miserable : without being dishonest, he may be
oppressive.
We have Objective morality, or the rule and law of proper conduct
ﬁgﬁdgf °' and of a good life, is not anything which can be expressed in
wrong by any sort of way in a code or system. For the forming, men-
ﬁ;’i‘:;:,ll tally, some sort of method of it, the consideration of the
variously great heads or subjects of actual or particular law may be
oriticized. useful, in the way which we have mentioned : but, besides.
that they themselves are with difficulty systematized, they
are incomplete as an index to morality. And if those
tangible relations of human beings which law can attend to
are 80 large in number as the great extent of particular law
shews them to be, how infinite in number must be the rela-
tions which morality is concerned with! Practically, the
book to which we each one of us have to refer, to discover, as
to a particular action or line of conduct, whether it is right
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or wrong, is the general opinion of our age and time variously
commented upon, interpreted, or criticized, by the more im-
mediate circle in which we move, by the books which we
have read, and by the view of life which our past or present
circumstances have given to us. Of the nature of this
general opinion, and of the degree to which we ought to
consider it right or wrong, what we should follow, or what
we should rise above, we shall speak again. But for the
direct practical purposes of human life, systematic morality is
of no use. What it ¢s of use for, is to enable us rationally to
judge and criticize the public or general opinion which of
necessity is what we first refer our conduct to.

From the first we compare, and must do so, our conduct The chief
with the conduct of others, and our judgment on that con- :ys:t:zfnatio
duct with the judgment of others. morality

The object of systematic morality is to give us rational oto. -
grounds on which to make these comparisons. The actions, general
succeeding one another in infinite number and variety of °P'™°™
life, cannot be classified under heads. Life cannot be lived
by rule, or it is not life. As well might we make it our
business to classify the different possible movements of
muscles, limbs and body, and for the sake of our health
determine to be always making some movements and never
others ; irrespective of the fact that movement is for purpose,
and that, if we are to live and act, a continual complicated
movement must always be going on, our business therefore
(as to the body) being to learn to make this in the manner
which shall be most healthy for us.



CHAPTER XI.

THE ANATOMY OF WRONG-DOING.-

Moral ALL proper moral terms are descriptive adjectives

applied to applicable to actions; or to transient feelings, which

tones, I shall call feehngs ; or to permanent feelings

disposi-  which I shall call dispositions; or to permanent

habits:  feelings steadily influential upon the will, which I
shall call habits.

Each good moral habit is a particular kind or

branch of virtuousness, as each bad moral habit is a

kind of viciousness. Virtuousness and viciousness,

and again virtues and wices, stand in a rude kind of

opposition to each other, like pleasure and pain, or

pleasures and pains. I say ‘rude,’ because the

general opposition, between virtue and vice, is, like

that between pleasure and pain, of a very imperfect

and inaccurate kind : the particular oppositions are,

like those of propositions in logic, of very various

sorts. Sometimes a man must have the virtue or

the vice ; as he must be either just or unjust : some-

times there may be a middle ground ; as a man may

be an ordinary character, neither courageous nor

cowardly ; sometimes (in Aristotle’s view always)

there may be a second vice which stands in a more

point-blank opposition to the first vice than the

virtue does, as in the opposition of rashness to

most  cowardice : and so probably in various ways besides.

properly Morality is properly concerned with action, and

audnsbite. therefore the most strictly moral terms are applicable
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only to actions, and to habits which, we have seen,
are closely associated with actions. Feelings may
be good, but, as being transient, cannot be called vir-
tuous; and dispositions, if they are properly called
virtuous, are such as cause action, or are habits. Vir-
tuousness is a continuance of good feelings, and an
exercise of good dispositions.

As we have seen, language presents us with Tendency
names, in abundance, both of virtues and vices. gfmlzz’m
Most commonly, I think, it will be found, it is the &7 .
virtue which has the positive or, more properly, Dencoto
affirmative name, the vice the negative ; even where, gositions
upon the whole, it is rather the virtue that has the ing "
negative character and the vice the posmve as in
Justice and injustice.

However this may be, certainly the reverse is
the fact in regard of single actions. To describe bad
actions, we have a great many terms of loose and
varying application, from all sorts of metaphors; but
we have no general name for a good action, like the
Stoic kardpfwpa.

I must here call to mind what I said before, that
the term action’ in its wide sense must be taken to
include forbearance from action, when opportunity or
temptation occurs.

Action thus generally spoken of, may be con-
veniently divided in two ways: according as it affects
ourselves or others, and according as it is action or
forbearance to act, activity or inactivity.

Inactivity of itself, the neutral state, is good or Forbear-
bad according to the kind of action from which we :c“t"“m?ybe
consider it to be an abstinence. immoral:

Abstinence from bad action affecting others is
harmlessness : abstinence from bad action of any kind
is innocence.

Inactivity or indolence, segnitia or ignavia, is

G. 16
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abstinence from action, considered as blameable
partly in the view of the action abstained from
being good, partly in view of action, as opposed to
inaction, being of itself proper for man.

The two chief causes for such inactivity are self-
indulgence and cowardice; the inactivity is either
voluptuous, or inert and timid: there is a want of
principle and self-government, or there is a want of
courage. Self-government accordingly and courage
were counted by the old moral philosophers so im-
portant, that they were made to constitute two of
the four great divisions of virtue.

Inactivity in some respects may be coupled with
very great activity in others, as I shall explain more
fully in speaking of character.

Broadly, setting aside the very large mass of
action in life which must, from the nature of things,
be devoted to the care of ourselves, and which, as I
have said, we may call of no moral account, action
beyond this may be considered good if for the benefit
of others; not good if for our own benefit when it
might be for theirs; not good if for the injury of
others; good or meritorious if for our own loss, rather
than theirs, '

Inactivity prevents us from being self-seeking or
actively selfish, prevents us frem injuring others
deliberately, prevents us also from benefiting them :
possibly it may lead to conduct which, looked at in
reference to others, is virtue; and it is very likely to
lead to conduct not at all injurious to them, and not
in this way wrong.

A great mass of the conduct which it expresses,
and of similar conduct, all self-indulgence, for in-
stance, is wrong as being, in the language of some
philosophers, against duty to ourselves. This is not
a good expression: we may, and must divide or
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double ourselves in imagination for various purposes,
as e.g. we ourselves judge ourselves : but to imagine
ourselves as having claim upon ourselves seems
absurd. Wrong self-indulgence is offence against
the general law of duty as dlstmgulshed from offence
against particular relative duty, in which the other
party is marked and clear. This law of duty, which
I have described, is ideal, and is considered by us to
be owed to God, in so far as we are religious: failing
religion, it is a due on our part imagined or believed
in, according to what our views of the moral universe
are. '

Bad conduct has been classified, by law, so far as It is casier
it is amenable to penalty ; by theology, so far as par- wrong &
ticular portions of it are considered as more or less a m’ﬁm
hindrance to salvation. Good conduct, independent; astions.
of there being less reason for its classification, is also
more difficult to classify as being freer and wider.
Conduct which can be classified is that which has
reference to duty: and duty, as I have said, though
markedly positive and affirmative in certain cases
where the other party is distinct, yet as regards the
mass of it is, in particulars, negative or prohibitory.
Conduct which has reference to an ideal for imitation
or effort cannot be classified. Hence the tendency
in language to notice and name good dispositions,
and bad acts. Hence also it is simpler to anatomize
wrong-doing than right; and probably the simplest
way of doing so in the first instance, is to ask, Do you
do to others all the good you can ? And do you refrain
from doing them any wrong, harm, or injury ?

The causes which make us inactive when we Vioes of
ought to be doing good to others, may be roughly inactivity.
summed up in the three dispositions which I have
Jjust now noticed, and which may be called in general
indolence or idleness, cowardice, and self-indulgence.

16—2
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The two latter of them are, as I have mentioned, the
opposites of two of the old cardinal virtues, and may
be called cardinal vices. The first, according to its
kind, would come under one or another of these.

The circumstances under which we are active in
doing harm to others may similarly be considered as
coming under three great heads, though we cannot
speak of there being any particular disposition of
mind accompanying each, which we could call a vice.
Active offences, or crimes against others, would then
be classified as offences of maleficence, offences of
simple injustice, and offences of unfaithfulness.

By ‘maleficence’ I mean the attempt to give pain,
as such, to others. This can hardly arise, deliberately
and in a mature mind, except from revengefulness ;
in which we must include, in some degree, jealousy
and envy, which produce a sort of half feeling of in-
jury done to ourselves by the person envied. Com-
bativeness indeed, love of pursuit and conquest, love
of exercising power, and other feelings of these kinds,
produce a certain amount of capricious cruelty, in
which more or less pleasure is felt at the mere in-
fliction of pain; but scarcely as a matter of deliberate
purpose.

Acts, offences, and crimes, of revenge justify
themselves to the person committing them as acts of
justice, and indeed are constantly felt as such: it
is this mixture of a most powerful sentiment, and
one so associated with virtue, which makes them so
terrible.

By simple injustice I mean when pain or loss is
inflicted by us on others, not for any pleasure taken
by us in their pain or loss as such, but in order to
pleasure or benefit to ourselves ensuing from it. I
use the term injustice rather more widely than we
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commonly use it, about as w1dely as we commonly
use injury. I mean the causing of harm to others
for our own advantage, whether this is done by our
action or by our failing to act, if this is deliberate,
not arising from mere inaction, of which I have
spoken before.

Roughly, we may divide the hurting of others Injustice
into wrong and unkindness. Fairness, the instinc- ﬁ&““‘
tive form, or fundamental feeling of justice, is a o,
feeling of tremendous power, but very rudimentary moral, end
and blind. This feeling, in the first instance, inspires ness.
and commands law and custom, regulating mutual con-
duct ; and then itself submits to be commanded
and regulated, to a certain extent, by what it has
thus inspired ; and thus there grows up the feeling
of justice in society. A certain amount of wrong,
such as can be laid down clearly and with profit to
the community, is fixed and forbidden by law, and
is legal wrong. Outside of this there is a large
margin of conduct in some respects of the same
nature as this, which may be even more keenly felt
as wrong, but which, either from defect in the law,
or from the matter not being adapted for legal en-
forcement, is not legal wrong. All this wrong is
violation of duty, which duty, in order for the con-
duct to be a wronging of others rather than simple
unkindness, must have, more or less, the characters
which I described as belonging to proper duty: that
is, there must be definite parties to it, it must be
clear and particular, it must appear as in some way
incumbent, and much besides.

By unkindness positive (unkindness negative, i.e.
neglect to take trouble to do kindness, belonging to
inaction) I mean the giving pain when the hurt is
not of such a nature as to be called a wrong done,

even when we speak of a moral, as distinguished
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from a legal, wrong. Itis a violation of justice, under-
stood in its wide sense, as the social virtue, the general
duty due from one man to another. Of course, justice,
as thus understood, may be described as the whole of
virtue, and in fact, more than any other particular vir-
tue, it has been so understood : but in reality the same
is true of any one of the great virtues, or great heads
of virtue; in many respects, instead of calling them
divisions of the whole of virtue, it would be better
to call them sides or faces of it.

Offences of injustice justify themselves to the
doer probably in one or other of the following
ways. If slight, they are sometimes excused, as of
no consequence, what will be but little felt by the
sufferer; at other times, as what there will very
likely be opportunity to repair. Sometimes (by a
curious kind of borrowing from maleficence, which, as
I have said, appeals itself to justice or fairness) the
excuse is supplied through a momentary supposition
of universal mutual hostility—the man would do to
me what I am going to do to him, if our places were
reversed, and he had my opportunity or temptation.
In the gravest cases, most probably the self-justifica~
tion is helplessness—the motive, the temptation is
so strong—1I cannot help it.

In all these cases of injustice, it will of course be
remembered, that what is just in one view may be
unjust and unkind in another. Legal non-injustice
is compatible with very much undutifulness, and
with an infinite amount of unkindness. And be-
sides this, the duties may be contradictory and con-
flicting. Of such cases I do not speak here.

I distinguish offences of unfaithfulness from those

worst ease of imple injustice by the fact that the person injured

justices

“trusts us, and is therefore more vulnerable by us.
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They will be considered generally the worst of all.
This is on account of the ingratitude and cowardice
which, in addition to the injustice, they more or less
involve.

They are however cases of injustice, and may be
divided, as we divided those of injustice, into legal,
distinctly moral, and more general, fraud or betrayal ;
only with this consideration, that the moral portion
of unfaithfulness involves more guilt, in comparison
with the legal, than is the case with injustice.

In one point of view, unfaithfulness might be
considered better to represent all wickedness, or the
essence of wickedness, than injustice ; in so far as it
more than the other unites in itself the two elements
which go to wickedness, that of injury to others,
and that of self-degradation.

All that unfaithfulness which is opposed to is partly
steadiness and constancy in friendship and associa- fymagas
tion, belongs rather to the inactive portion of vice,
and is probably the worst instance of it. This por-
tion of unfaithfulness is what stands in the most
flagrant opposition to the old virtue of dvdpeia or
fortitude and courage, and is the worst description
of the old ‘ignavia.

All relative duty is sure to be accompanied with generally
much of trust; and offence against it, as involving panies
betrayal of trust, is worse than simple injustice. 2T
Duty to friends, e.g., which I placed among relative ?lg;m
duties, is such, that its violation is almost entirely of
this kind,

Unfaithfulness to agreements and promises, the Breach of
opposite of ‘keeping one’s word,” is that form of promise.
unfaithfulness which has had most attention given
to it.

An engagement or promise is a pledgmg our own
future conduct to another, so that it morally belongs
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to him, though of course it is we who must actually
do the thing.

It is clear that an engagement to do what is not
lawful, ¢.e. pledging what is not ours to give, is no
more binding upon us, as to our doing the thing
itself, than our giving to any one the property of
another makes it the property of the receiver. If
we have given any one another person’s property it
must either have been in fraud or by mistake. Sup-
posing the former, we have already committed an
offence, and that against two parties, against the en-
gagee, in the case of the unlawful engagement, and
against duty, the law, or the public: but we should
only make the offence worse by trying to maintain
the property as the property of the now unlawful
possessor: we must repair the wrong, as we can, to-
wards both parties; towards duty or the law, by non-
performance of the engagement; towards the engagee,
by whatever equivalent, or more than equivalent,
may possibly indemnify him for the wrong we have
done him. If it has been mistake, there has been
no offence on our part in the first instance, but there
will be in persistency, and we have got ourselves into
a great difficulty.

To an engagement there go on the part of the
engager two main feslings; persistent absence of
fraud in intention ; steadiness of effort in perform-
ance. It is not well therefore to make engagements
where we cannot reasonably rely on ourselves for
the latter; though the fact of the engagement, if
we are right-minded, will be a most urgent motive
to us.

There are two kinds of feelings on our part which
will impel us to the fulfilment of a promise or en-
gagement which is for another’s benefit: oneis of the
nature of self-respect, and is closely allied with the
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feeling of justice or fairness, the feeling namely of regurd bo
dislike of failing in what we have pledged ourselves focr
to do: the other is the feeling of benevolence towards menté.
the engagee, who will not only have lost what we
have promised, but to whom the loss of it will be a
double loss, he having counted upon it, and probably
-regulated his conduct accordingly. I will call to
mind here what I mentioned in the case of gratitude,

viz. that there go to it two feelings, one of which,
under other circumstances, would dispose a man to be
revengeful, the other the opposite. In the same way
here : the dmposxtlon which urges a man to be faith-

ful to his promises may be of such a nature as shall
equally impel him to be true to his threats: or it

may be the opposite, and such as under given cir-
cumstances would make him forgiving, and not dis-
posed to be true to his word.

Considerations from the morality of benevolence Prompt-
or utilitarianism are necessary here against the bonevo-
simple morality of justice or duty ; and are valuable e, .
even against possible delusion in our common thought, correst the
and in respect of some of our rea.sonmgs about re-
ligion. Being true to our word is not necessarily
pure virtue, or all of it virtue; any more than being
a hearty friend is. A portion of the feeling which
goes to the former is such as may, in a different rela-
tion, make us unforgiving, as a portion of the feeling
which goes to the latter may make a man, in a dif-
ferent relation, a good hater. ‘Be true to your
promises and your threats’is the same morality as,
‘Thou shalt love thy neighbour and hate thine
enemy.” But in the minds of many of us I think
there lurks, if not a feeling in ourselves that we
ought to do what we have positively said we will do,

“even if it is to another’s disadvantage ; yet at least a
kind of respect for the person who does act in this



250 THE ANATOMY OF WRONG-DOING.

manner : and in respect of religion, we seem to think
that promises and denunciations on God'’s part stand
in the same relation to his truth and the keeping of
his word; that any hope of his relenting in the
carrying out of his denunciations is equivalent to a
doubt of his faithfulness to his promises.
Tharo is But in reality, faithfulness is not a relation be-
e tween us and things ; it is a relation between us and
f‘:;:lgg_lw persons, the fulfilling of an indebtedness on our part
ment  to them for their benefit. The fairness, equality,
valyr. truth, correspondence between deed and word, which
opare ot may all be associated with very strong feeling on our
ness.  part, is yet not of a properly moral nature unless it
is applied in the interest of benevolence or the pro-
duction of happiness, which is the business of all
action, the basis, in the sense of precondition, of all
morality. The performing of action which produces
no happiness or does no good, a fortiort of action
which produces only unhappiness, for the simple
reason that a word passed may be kept, is the sub-
Jecting moral considerations to a kind of unmoral
fate or necessity : and faithfulness is not of this
nature : the indefeasibility of word given is not the
inevitable action of a machine or mechanical force.
What qualification there is to this we shall see per-
haps in a moment, when I speak, as I am going to
do, of mechanical truth.-

Trathfal- Faithfulness, and in a certain degree faithfulness
peit. {0 engagements, might exist, even if we had not the
power of speech, nor consequently of writing : but, of
course, our having these enables engagements to be
much more definite. That part of faithfulness in
engagements which refers to the meaning what we
say in them is called truthfulness. Truthfulness
however of itself, has properly reference to that
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which is the proper use of our power of speech, the
communication of thought from one mind to another:
our word is the expression or representation of our
thought in the hearing of another. The important
thing about truthfulness is, not necessarily the
transference of the whole thought in our mind
to another, which is in many cases impossible;
but the transference of thought in such a manner,
that there shall be no wrong supposition on the part
of the receiver as to the character, or. place in our
mind, of the thought transferred.

Openness, or the making our thought common to
others, stands in the same relation to truthfulness
as the simple, semi-moral feeling which I spoke of in
reference to faithfulness stands in to it: and we
must add to the feeling which we have as to open-
ness the feeling besides, that speech is an action on
our part which, like all action, ought to be useful or
productive of happiness, and very strongly ought not
to be the opposite; that it ought to do good, and not
to do harm, Truth and openness are the subjects in
regard of which the careless and thoughtless lan-
guage, in which moral subjects are most usually
spoken of among men, have their fullest play. The
moral feelings of each person are exceedingly im-
perfect, associated with much wrong feeling, and
there is very much said and done which comes to
~ the knowledge of some individuals and ought not
to come to the knowledge of others and ought not to
be public; and while this is the case reticence is Reticence
quite as important a duty as truthfulness; even 1,’,:3:3‘;‘;"
those who talk so foolishly about openness, when they °Pernces.
think for a moment, are perfectly aware of this. Of
course, supposing reticence and reserve were im-
possible, and each could see into his neighbour’s
breast, one most powerful support of evil disposi-
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tions, the manner, viz., in which people are able to

. withdraw them from the judgment of their neigh-

The real
merit of
openness.

bours, and keep them hugged and cherished in their
own breasts, would be removed. But the removal of
it would do no good, if along with it were removed,
as might probably be the case, all care for others’
judgments. Without going so far, or near so far, as
to say that complete mutual knowledge would pro-
duce mutual contempt,—I believe in many respects
its tendency would be the opposite way—we may
yet say that men’s self-respect and mutual respect
belong, as things are, to a state of mind which would
indispose them to make their every thought public,
and would make them hold back in some degree
from the thoughts of others. But independent of
these considerations, the world could not go on if]
with the limited knowledge which we have of one
another’s thoughts and feelings, there were not com-
bined a very extensive ignorance. There could be
really no intercourse among people, and no know-
ledge of each other: thought would be impossible,
and there would be nothing to know. It would be
as if, to make more light and brightness in the
world, we were to abolish all the material objects
about us on the charge of their intercepting the
sun’s rays: we should have no reflection of those
rays, no colour: for the sake of the light we should
be abolishing every thing we might see by it.

The real praise of openness is of two kinds: the
man is to be praised, who has nothing in himself to
conceal, and who keeps (and is in a position to keep)
nothing to himself for his own sake: the man is
partly to be praised, and still more to be loved, who
trusts others, because he, often at some hazard,
kindles good feeling in them which would not other-
wise exist, and is thus a producer of virtue and a
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binder together of man to man. It is this trust which
is the foundation of the charming openness and unre-
serve of youth, In both these cases, it is to be observed
that a moral consideration supervenes, besides the
simple intellectual one of the experience and thought
of one mind being open to another mind.

Truthfulness is faithfulness, from the one side, to Tm’:fnﬂl
the communication by speech from mind to mind: the hearer
the correlative faithfulness from the other side is ;‘.’,33,;’33 "
trustfulness or disposition to give credit and believe, 12§ Tiine

to truth-
Offence on either of these sides is treason, in various fulness

~degrees, against the great bond of human society. mer.
Truthfulness is the disposition to give correct infor-
mation. Trustfulness or believingness on the other

side is the disposition believed in, or supposed to
exist, by the speaker; which belief on his part is

one main ground of his own disposition to tell the
truth.

The general principle on which we must go in Three

regard to knowledge is that it is a benefit to the o duty

person who possesses it: doubtless in many cases of truth-
it is not so, yet it is hard for us to judge where

it is not; and consequently, when we have not

the option of silence or doing nothing, but must
either give knowledge or deceive, deception is an
injury to the person deceived ; it is a case of injustice

or wrong to him, and not of simple injustice, but of
unfaithfulness, because it is presumably a betrayal of

trust or belief.

Truthfulness as a duty rests thus in the first patue of
instance upon these two pillars conjunctly, the one, trust re-
the consideration that speech evidently exists as a2t
means for community of thought among men; the

~other, when it appears, as we have seen, that this
community cannot be, and (as men are) had better
not be, complete, the consideration that we have a
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trust reposed in us by the person desiring informa-
tion, which we may easily violate, and which, the
more easily we may violate it, calls upon our con-
science the more imperatively not to do so.
and self Truthfulness however as a duty rests in the
" second instance, and most fully, not upon these
feelings themselves, but upon a feeling derived
from them.

.A man’s words are the most simple and natural
expression of himself, and are taken to be so. His
actions are the actual putting forth of his character,
but his words are taken as the sign of it. It is
taken for granted that they naturally follow his
thought, as instantly and inevitably as a dog’s howl
follows (if it can be said to follow) your treading on
his foot: if they do not do so, there must be some
motive. The motive might be the advantage of the
person spoken to; but it is considered of course
more probable that the motive is the advantage of
the speaker. The motive is much. more likely to be
either of the nature of fear, or of the nature of
covetousness. And our lips are our own: a man’s
speech is so thoroughly in his own power, that his
betraying trust in this particular is looked upon as
the most complete sign that there could be of want of
courage, and also as the taking the most contempti-
ble and unworthy advantage of others that could
well be taken.

The feeling of self-respect and the love of sub-
stantial truthfulness are so intimately associated,
both in a man’s thoughts of himself and in his
imagination of the thoughts of others about him,
that they come to be in a manner the same thing.
The man has the feeling about himself, and the
feeling that others have the feeling about him, that
if he is untruthful in his words he is not to be
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trusted in anything; and the man who feels himself
not to be trusted, and not trusted by others, is with-
out the greatest guarantee of virtue.

I used deliberately just now, the words ‘ substan-
tial truthfulness.” I will explain why.

In speaking of faithfulness to engagements, Bogard for
I said that, unless somebody was interested for pass inte,
good in an engagement made, the words of them- :t,";‘op:'
selves carried no force. On this point there has
often been a superstitious feeling in men’s minds,
the removal of which is highly important, in the
interest of morals.

We are not rea.lly bound to our threats as we are Cases of
bound to our promises, and the mistaken self-respect f,?;.’f.f:ﬂf:
which tends to induce us to stick to them is what Bed:
benevolence and a regard to the purpose of action
should triumph over.

What is to be done as to speaking the truth, first,
in cases where the matter is trifling, next, in cases
where our speaking the truth must evidently be in-
jurious, either to the person spoken to, or to some
other parties, especially if we are bound to them by
special duty, or to ourselves, in certain flagrant cases
. where the person has no right to put us to the trial
of answering? Granted that in all these latter cases
we may be silent, if that will answer the purpose ;
but may we deceive ?

I have mentioned these various cases not with Substan-
the view of going into them but for the purpose of foinons s
saying in regard to them this. Reverence for the ;¥
spoken word, in the way I just now alluded to, e ot
seems to me all superstltlon But in respect of tion.
truthfulness, there is a religion as well as a supersti-
tion; and the religion seems to me weakened and
degraded by being carried into superstition. The
abolishing, for the supposed sake of truthfulness,
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imagination out of thought and language, whether
it be in the form of figure and metaphor, or of fable
and story, or of filling up and expanding fact by the
supposition of what might be, would speedily, if all
were to practise it, render truthfulness valueless by
the extinction of knowledge, to which this imagina-
tion is the road. We may talk with as much of
mutual untruthfulness as we will, provided we un-
derstand each other in doing so. Truthfulness is
one side of the communication between mind and
mind, to which speech is but the means: whatever
aids this communication is the real and substantial
truthfulness,

The application however of the consideration,
that what is said or done should do good, and not
harm, is met in the case of truthfulness by a real
religion, as it seems to me, not, as in the case of en-
gagements, only by a superstition.

The association of word with thought in a cha-
racter of real self-respect is so intimate, that the
utmost you can probably teach is silence, and that
with difficulty, while conscious falsehood is all but
impossible. In the case therefore, where important
utility, or marked duty of another kind, conflicts with
truthfulness, there arises the most painful conflict
which can arise in the mind of man. It is the mis-
fortune of such conflicts, that instead of being con-
sidered in the frame of mind which properly belongs
to them, viz. the seriousness and anxiety which any
right-minded man actually brought into such cir-
cumstances would feel, they have been first rather
coldly and heartlessly digested into system, and then
been made a mere ground for fighting and mutual
depreciation between one moral teacher and another,
or moral teachers in general and those without
thought at all. When such cases arise, they are
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real conflicts ; that is, neither the clinging to truth
nor the desire to do the other good, or fulfil the
other duty is to be depreciated. If Effie Deans had
been hung, I suppose we should not have blamed
Jeanie Deans, nor should we on the other side, I
suppose, blame the man who misdirected the mur-
derers pursuing his father. I do not see how we
can say in general, for such cases, either that truth-
fulness, in this extreme, is a superstition and what
must yield, or that it is a clear and distinct duty to
which everything else must yield. Each case must
stand on its own merits.
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APPENDIX ON MALEVOLENCE®

There are many ways, we will say five, in which Rochefou-
cauld’s maxim has some truth.

There is something not disagreeable to us in the sufferings
of others :

(1) On account of the feeling which I will call here
rivalry between us and them for happiness, or jealousy of
their happiness. :

(2) On account of the thought being brought home to
us that we are free from the suffering, or that we are at least
not worse off than they.

(3) On account of the opportumty afforded us for action
and for helping them, and the pleasure taken in doing this.

(4) On account of the quasi-superior position in which
we are thus placed, and the idea that the sufferer is likely to
envy us, and to wish that he were in our position.

(5) On account of the imaginational interest taken in
looking on effort and suffering, and on the calling forth of
human feeling and power, when we are ourselves unaffected
by, and independent of it.

The basis of the half-felt and undeveloped jealousy of the
happiness of others, which is apt to burst into life on occasion,
as momentary ill-will, and to produce that subnote of pleasure
in the suffering of others which Rochefoucauld’s maxim is
generally considered to refer to, is a sort of discontent and
dissatisfaction with ourselves and our own happiness.

There are, in our minds, two general and vague feel-
ings of a very different nature which nevertheless continu-
ally confuse themselves together: the one, an unbounded
desiringness, arising from the manner in which our imagi-
nation runs beyond our power and condition; the other a

! The Appendix is taken from a MS. volume marked IV. 2, which
consiets mainly of short essays and notes on moral questions.
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feeling of fairness or, more properly, of pain at anything
which we consider violation of fairness.

This second feeling ought, with any rightness of judgment The feel-
on our part, to correct the first, and the efforts of moralists ;"egs:‘i:m'
have always been to make it do 8o, and to urge upon us the misused to
consideration that we ought not to wish to ‘engross all {‘ﬁ;g(‘,‘j?;},,
happiness to ourselves, but should be contented to take our pointment
share as things go. The second feeling however, being in ‘b‘:,‘i;,‘,‘g';:ﬁ
general the less strong of the two, instead of acting to restrain desire.
and keep in order the other, is usually overborne by it and
pressed into its service, and there is generated more or less
an under-feeling in us, not only that we have not got all we
want, but that it is hard and unfair upon us, somehow or
other, that we have not. In the geuneral half-latent state of
this feeling, there is no direct comparison of our lot with
 that of others; for if there were, it would often rather
correct the feeling, it being clear, in almost every case, how
many others must be more hardly treated still. But, the
feeling thus lying smouldering, often before we have time to
think, the news of others’ suffering kindles it into a momentary
blaze; and our latent self-pity or repiningness, our, in fact,
unreasonable and unconfessed envy of others, has for a
moment a weight taken off it, and is relieved by tidings of
calamity to them.

Moral ill, or badness, may be said to be generated only variety of
from actual ill or pain, if we take care to consider that the ¥aysin

. . . . ., which the
mind has the power of making actual ill or pain where it jngivi-
does not at all necessarily exist. Desiringness, uncorrected duals con-
and untempered with other feelings, will of itself produce it. of unhap-
Imperfection of condition, or wantingness, is regarded as loss 12{:"“
or privation, and loss or privation as suffering, producing affected
discontent or repining, and this again jealousy and envy, ?}Zo?ﬁat of
and this ill-will, anger, and hatred. the un-

If we go back to an earlier point than that which is taken ];f‘;{ﬁer:_‘
when we say that the non-disagreeableness of the sufferings
of others is a mark of the malevolence of human nature, we
might say that it is a mark rather of the unhappiness of
human nature, not necessarily, that is, of actual unhappiness,
but of the feeling or supposition of it. The sight of others’
suffering is an illustration that we are not alone unhappy;
this wide and universal theatre contains more woful pageants

17—2
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than our unhappiness furnishes. When we observe on the
one side the moralist maintaining the benevolence of human
nature against the man of the world, maintaining its ma-
levolence, we should observe on the other side that the
prescribed moral maxim for comfort in unhappiness is to
observe that others are unhappy too, while we constantly
have people, speaking from feelings and from life alone,
saying to us that this knowledge and sight does not diminish
their unhappiness, but increases it. The sort of unhappiness,
unsatisfiedness, or felt imperfection, which is the experience
of individual human nature, has the unhappiness which is in
the world and in others for the congenial object of its view,
and is variously and complicatedly affected by it; it is re-
buked, encouraged, soothed or half comforted, embittered,
interested, and affected even in more ways than this, ac-
cording to the mind in which it exists.

It is probable that all native and original ill-will,—native
and original, that is, in so far as it does not arise from any
distinct ulterior purpose of good to ourselves—is connected
with a perversion of the feeling of justice, making it appear
to ourselves that we have some cause of complaint and wrong
against the person towards whom it is felt, or against some-
body or something which benefits him unduly and more than
us. This is the manner in which the sort of rivalry for
happiness which exists among men turns sour, and becomes
productive of malevolence. The feeling of hopeful effort,
which is the life of life, and which naturally measures itself,
in one way, by concurrence and competition with others, is,
like that of desiringness which is its source, properly in-
consistent with, and almost contradictory to, the feeling of
delight in fairness which is the source of that of justice.
But in a similar manner to the other it subordinates this
latter to it, and makes us think that what we aim at gaining
is our right and what we ought to have; and then, since our
success measures itself in one way, as I have said, by that of
others, success on their part seems so far failure on ours.
First the feeling of disappointment is produced where there
is no reason for it: then this again becomes a sort of feeling
of being wronged. .

The existence of this feeling of fairness is important to
observe. It is quite distinct from the feeling of conscience
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or right determination of our own conduct; the mis-appli-
cation of it, in the manner which we have just seen, being
one of the things which this latter has often most to guard
against. At the same time it is of course much associated
with it, and helpful to it.

Moralists, it appears, have been wrong, both on the one There is
side in disputing the existence of pure ill-will, and on the §jf 25H"®
other in considering it native in the same manner in which It springs
pure good-will is. Ill-will is perhaps always a form or mode ggees from
of vindictivolence, i.e. is connected with a feeling of ourselves an imagi-
as somehow wronged : whereas good-will on the other hand, is :::’:: ,oef_
by no means necessarily a form or mode of gratitude: but ill- ceived.
will undoubtedly exists pure in so far that it is felt for no pur-
pose of good to ourselves.

It appears therefore that there may be pure and intense
hatred or ill-will entirely disinterested as regards the future,
but not entirely disinterested as regards the past, .e. not
uncaused by some feeling akin to injuredness, .

The lines of Lucretius seem to refer mainly to the fifth The lines
source of pleasure particularized above. 3;31‘::;3'
The sight of others in labour and danger is interesting, not be

and on the supposition that we are unable to give active 2;‘33;1
help ourselves, and that we hope their escape, this interest malignant
may have more in it of a pleasurable, than of a painful Pleas™e:
nature, without supposing anything of positive malignity in

the spectator.



APPENDIX ON JUSTICE AND TRUTHFULNESS'.

Distriba- Justice consists in making preferences where they should
:i::r :cl:?v . be made, and carefully abstaining from making them where
justice.  they should not be made. Using Aristotle’s distinction,
distributive justice teaches what preferences should be made;
and in virtue of this, might be taken to teach when pre-
ferences should not or need not be made; while corrective
Justice restores equality or sets things even again, where con-
duct has been determined by preferences uncalled for or wrong.
The notion of justice then simply as fairness or impar-
tiality, that is, neither as relative duty on the one side, nor
as recompense on the other, is something intermediate
between the two Aristotelian notions. It might be con-
sidered a case of the first, or the basis of the second; the
former, because equality is itself a relation; the latter,
because to set things even when disturbed, we must have
given to us what constitutes their evenness.
The for- The two Aristotelian kinds of justice are most markedly
2:;::8:_119 distinguished from each other in a subjective point of view,
tation of that is, in the temper of mind belonging to each. The
the feeling temper belonging to the former we might call ‘the feeling
the latter Of duty;’ that belonging to the latter, ‘the love of right.
of the love The former is of a more constant, uniform, ever-ready
of right. . .
nature: the latter is less uniform than the other, because
not regularly called out, but- when it is called out, is stronger
and more energetic.
Theaction ~ When we speak of the temper of justice, and compare
gvgl;::t‘]?;e justice with proportion, equality, or other intellectual
must be Dotions of this kind, it is to be remembered that justice,

g‘;“;:‘;l::g in so far as it is morally valuable, must fulfil the condition

lence. 1 This Appendix is taken from the MS. marked V. It contains
a fuller discussion of some of the ﬂuestions touched on in Ch. xi,
treating especially of ‘ commercial credit,’ * vows,’ ¢ prevarication,” which
are noted as points for further consideration at the end of the MS. of
that chapter. Eb.
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not only of satisfying the intellect, which is what these
notions of proportion and equality belong to, but also of
satisfying the description of the objective value of the
action of a reasonable being, namely, that some good is
produced by it. From this it follows, that when the balance
has been disturbed in the direction of more good being done
by any one than he was called upon to do, the moral call for
the setting this right is not absolute, but only subjective,
affecting particular people: on the other hand, when the
balance is disturbed in the direction of ill being done to
any, there is an absolute call for the making up the good
which has been failed in, but there is not a subjective
call on the sufferer to repay evil to the doer. To put this
more plainly. If in speaking of fairness in relation to Vengeance
. . or private

recompense and repayment, we think only of notions of wrongis
equality, evenness, &c., we shall be in danger of supposing, thus lefé
on the one hand, that revengefulness is a duty in the same commu-
manner as gratitude, and on the other, that it is the duty of :Ii_:ﬁ;m do
individuals not directly interested (as for instance the state) for private
to reward gratitude in the same way in which it is their Peneftto
duty to punish wrong. -As it is, the duty of repayment vidual.
of good is a private or particular one: the duty of repay-
ment of evil is a public or general one. Speaking without
reference to feelings of love or friendship, which I have not
here to do with, it is equally to our private honour to be in .
po man’s debt for favours, and to be above taking revenge on
any for injuries. And this action for intellectual fairness on
the one side, and against it on the other, will in each case be
produced by the same feeling, which I have described as the
first basis of all action, viz. the desire that it should be
devoted to some good or welfare, not simply to the produc-
tion of ill and pain: for if we suppose for a moment
that happiness of our own resulted from such production,
that is a feeling which we should rise above. The obliga-
tions therefore of justice in regard to ourselves, are to
gratitude only, and not correspondingly to revengefulness :
in regard to others, while we have no call to take upon
ourselves the rewarding of their benefactors, we are called
upon to punish those who have injured them.

When duty between two persons is failed in, there is,
besides the loss to the sufferer which he may do his best to
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regain, a bad or hostile disposition on the part of the offender

which it would be revengefulness in him to punish, but

which others (as the state) may punish, and should.
Moral ad- The feeling which lies at the bottom of justice compen-
:;:’igd‘f satory or corrective is resentment, not in the sense in which
viduasl  Butler uses the word, but in the more general sense in which
shows it- it was used at an earlier time, as applied both to good and
increase of evil—a quick sensitiveness to benefits and to injuries. Till
indigna-  corrected (if not by natural kindness and love) by the feeling
- public  about action of which I spoke, the tendency of this sensi-
e tiveness is probably to revengefulness in the same way as to
gratitude oratitude, and to what we call ‘taking offence’ for wrong done

{:Lf&f“ to ourselves, as well as to moral indignation for wrong
done to others. Moral advance consists in keeping up the
feeling, and cultivating it, on the side of gratitude, and extin-
guishing it on that of revenge: and again, in keeping it up
a8 moral indignation on behalf of others, but extinguishing
it as readiness to take offence for ourselves.

Different Justice, a8 I have said, consists equally in making distinc-

kindsof  tjons or preferences where they ought to be, and avoiding

1usti%%:  them where they ought not : and it is because this description
has 8o many different aspects that there are so many differ-
ent kinds of justice.

observance  Justice, as ‘attention to duty,’ is regard to ‘jus,’ or to

3{1:;1‘(?)"’ those relations of nature and usage which determine a large

' portion of our action from one to another.

imparti- Justice as ‘impartiality’ is an important pendant to this

aity: @ regard to jus, and is indeed frequently in direct antagonism

tiesin  with it. There are many difficulties connected with its

:ﬁ‘i’;’.‘"’t” practical application. Those moralists who have come for-
ward as advocates of impartiality in opposition to what they
have called sinister interests, have often not sufficiently
considered that the public interests would be quite as badly
off (in fact considerably worse) if these interests, which only
become sinister when they get out of their place, were in
any degree less powerful motives of action than they are.
The difficulty in the case of impartiality arises not only from
the strength of the particular adverse interest, but from the
difficulty of determining what are the cases in which impar-
tiality is called for, and what, in such cases, is the proper
impartiality. Where impartiality, as it not unfrequently
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does, becomes a passion, and where conscientiousness in this
direction is wrought up very highly; and where moreover,
the way and limits of impartiality are not distinctly marked
out, in the manner in which they are with judges or
administrators of law ; dread of supposed self-interest and of
partiality constantly leads to mistake and cruelty; and we
want strength of mind to conquer the fear of partiality as
much as for any other purpose. Impartiality, as it should
be, is a public virtue of a very high order: partly from the
difficulties mentioned ; partly from the facility of censuring
conduct which concerns it, while at the same time it would
not have been easy for the censurers to agree upon the right
conduct ; and partly again from the fact that what is called
partiality is often the most readily suggested line of conduct,
and therefore where the agent can neither satisfy himself,
nor hope to satisfy others, with a different conduct, he
naturally adopts this.

It is in reference to its character as impartiality, and
as being ‘no respecter of persons,” that justice is drawn blind.

The often quoted and very curious passage of Leviticus will
be remembered, ‘Thou shalt not countenance a poor man
in his cause.” Justice might perhaps better have been
drawn with many eyes to see the difficulties which from
opposite directions beset impartiality, and of which sinister
interest is one only. ‘

Justice as integrity or honesty is, speaking generally, im- Honesty,
partiality between ourselves and others, in so far as the word (¥
‘impartiality,” in this acceptation, has meaning. It assumes
that we pursue our interest, and others pursue theirs: and
what it consists in is, that in the course of this, we should
take no undue advantage of them.

There are many analogies between the honesty of business Honesty
and the honour which belongs to a very different set of asso- compared

o 4o . : . oqe with hon-
ciations, and is counted rather an aristocratic and military ourasa
sentiment. Trustworthiness is the prominent character in ei‘;l&;gs
both. It suited both Paley’s particular temperament and conduet.
the feeling of the age in which he wrote to depreciate the
latter, as what was very much a matter of convention, and
scarcely more likely to lead to- virtuous conduct than to
vicious. Remembering the duels and gambling of those
days, one should not be too severe on Paley for this. But
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we must remember, that the matter-of-fact sentiment of
justice, as integrity or uprightness, is itself a very insufficient
guide to virtuous conduct, resembling the sentiment of
honour in this point of view as in many others. It is con-
sistent with much of harshness and cruelty: nay, the tem-
pers associated with it seem sometimes even productive of
such ; the same strictness and severity which the man enforces
on himself being exhibited in his requirements from others.
Nor again is it inconsistent with covetousness: it does no-
thing to preclude the taking the most cruel advantage of
others in dealings (of their necessities, for instance), provided
only that there is nothing in these which is actually dis-
honest. And what is or is not dishonesty has to be settled,
in respect of many particulars, by usage and convention, for
it could not be otherwise.

With all these disadvantages, so far as we expect it to
lead to perfect virtue, it has, like honour, singular advantages
as urging to virtue: it takes cobtinually the form not of a
mere restraint, but of a passion, and developes a sensibility
in respect of commercial honour, as keen as can be developed
in respect of honour of any other kind; so that commercial
credit, character, good name, is counted as dear as life it-
self.

The degree of mutual confidence which must exist, and
does exist, in order to the carrying on of complicated com-
mercial transactions, might well astonish the unprepared
spectator. This mutual confidence, and mutual justifying of
such confidence, is in fact the basis of all civilization : society
is founded on mutual truth.

Justice, as honesty or integrity, has relation to that part of
law which concerns contracts, and to such usages and circum-
stances as bear more or less a resemblance to this. In
respect to justice of this kind also we have to remember
what I said a short time since as to the usefulness of actions,
and that justice is only a virtue in so far as, along with it, we
keep in mind this. We are servants, not slaves, to our word:
that is, in keeping it, we must go by reason, and take to our
aid intelligence.

An engagement, which binds us to the benefit of the
person with whom it is made, does not bind us to his pre-
Jjudice.
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There is of course a good deal of difficulty about all this, Difficulty
arising chiefly from two sources: the one, the value, as we go> %
may express it, of our own word ; the other, the possibility of applica-
difference of opinion between the other party and ourselves ‘icp o this
as to what is for his benefit. * of utility.

I have before spoken of what we may call the passion for Particu-
speaking truth, the love of truth for truth's sake, and the 122533
almost impossibility felt by a high and generous nature, of the sense
doing otherwise. Conscientiousness, as I described, has af_’:s:g:;
double aspect, outwards and inwards. Speaking the truth, attaching
in the former aspect, is the transferring something external m;‘sh
to our neighbour for his benefit: in the latter, it is the
transferring to him something as our sentiment, a part, as it
were, of ourselves. Now, however much the rule I men-
tioned just now as to action being useful applies to the con-
scientiousness of truth in the former aspect, we find it hard
to apply it in the other. The setting something before others
as our thought, which is not our thought, is not simply mis-
leading others and betraying their confidence, which for
benefit to them we might possibly be led to, but it is the
doing this through the way of a sort of abuse, prostitution,
degradation, of ourselves; it is our own sentiment which
has to be falsified for this benefit to them. There is the
difficulty.

It is from a generalization of this feeling that there panger of
arises in men or bodies of men that noble value for their super-

. . . stitious
word which sometimes degenerates, as among the ancient reverence
Romans, into a sort of superstition. The feeling of the f°' the'

. . . etter of
Romans in this matter was a compound of the highest engage-
honourableness with the driest technicality. They wor- ments:
shipped words and formulx, and considered sacredness to be
in them, instead of in the meanings of which these might be
made the vehicle. Now in reality, both language is imper-
fect, so that it is almost impossible for a man to say what he
does mean without being in danger of saying more than it;
and thought itself is complicated, so that it is difficult for a
man to be sure of saying all that he does mean. This being
80, it is very important that the worship (so to call it) paid
to the language of our word should be intelligent, not super-
stitious, and that the inward feeling which I described before

should not be merely externalized (losing constantly in this
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way a vast deal of its value) into a verbal particularity.
Truth is not in the words, but in what the words mean.
The value for the truth, and the value for the words which
contain the truth, are two entirely different feelings.
The obli-  This kind of reverence for the mere thing which has
gation % been resolved, or uttered, or denounced, without thought of

threats of the interest of any, leads vaguely to a good deal of unwise

:hv;l;:;: thought in men’s minds. In this view, threats and denun-

as that to ciations are equally binding with promises. There arises

gfm“ from it a notion of obligation being simply absolute, without
a second party at all, even a divine or ideal one. Supposing
the word given by a king of the Medes and Persians of
former time to have been more than usually foolish, and
absolutely unproductive of benefit or pleasure to anyone, it
puzzles one to know to whom he would have been supposed
under obligation to perform it, or whose business it was to
enforce it. Even in regard to religion, there is sometimes, I
think, a tendency in people to forget the immeasurable
difference between this kind of keeping one’s word and the
faithfulness which really belongs to our idea of God: hence
they speak as if they thought that past denunciations bhad
laid God Himself under a force or stress rendering it difficult -
or impossible for Him to forgive, instead of the past denun-
ciations and the present difficulty both arising from the
same continuing cause, the hatred which God feels for sin,
in spite of His love for sinners. And among ourselves, this
wrong regard for what has been once said is not unfrequently
a perpetuator of the worst and most unforgiving passions:
people may have every disposition now to better conduct,
but what they have once said they seem to think they are
wrong in departing from, even for confessed benefit to all
parties.

It is not obligatory on any to continue to mean the same,
in whatever manner he may have declared it, unless the
interests of some one else are involved in his meaning.
There is no signification in & man binding himself to him-
self. Religious vows are made to God, and He, as supreme
sovereign, is supposed concerned in the keeping them. And
in respect to His continuing to mean the same—that He
always does: and yet always differently according to changed
circumstances, as change of disposition and needs in those
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with whom He is dealing: His meanings at any time are
wider than we can follow, and no revelation, by means of
any denunciation, of His justice, can preclude the exercise of
His mercy.

An engagement binds us to the benefit of the other party, Difficulty
not to his prejudice. If then we find out, to our own satis- n:lgf;""
faction, that a thing which we have promised to another whether
would really be a disadvantage to him, are we free from our g‘; gf‘:p'
promise ? promise

In all conduct, to a certain extent there must be the Jo oo, or
supposition, that every man is the proper Judge of his own tage of the
interests. Where there is an engagement, this is in & much ;ﬂ:‘t’;
higher degree the case. The duty of not keeping an engage-
ment claimed by the other party because the fulfilment of it
would be to the injury, not the benefit, of the other party, can
only arise when we are in that sort of superior position, as to
knowledge, in reference to the other party, which destroys
bis independence against us, and puts him under something
like tutelage.

Advantage must be taken at his estimate, not at ours, Ag a rule
except in extreme cases where he is plainly not a proper his esti-

mate of
judge, as in the case often supposed by the old moralists, of advantage
the promise of a sword to a man, whe afterwards becomes z‘;:;b"
mad.

Perhaps the rule ought to be extended beyond such
extreme cases as this, and certainly should be extended very
much further, if it were not for one consideration in regard
of all promises, which is, that we have no right, speaking
generally, to give the management of our action out of our
own hands, and yet.we are not, and cannot be, fit judges in a
cause in which we are ourselves concerned with another.
Promise of any kind therefore embarrasses action, and often
embarrasses it hopelessly. Moralists and casuists have, like
lawyers, to reason on the supposition of there being, if it
could but be found, a clear way out of a dlﬁculty, whereas
often there is none.

When it is said that a promise is not bmdmg, the language Ambiguity
is sometimes misleading. The phrase is a confused expres- ;ﬁﬁ“ -
sion ‘for we must not perform it, and ‘ we may perform it, promise
but need not, which are quite different things. What it ‘fl:g;&
suggests, is the latter of these. And, owing partly to this
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association, there is a constant jealousy of any discussion,
about promises, as if the saying that any one was unlawful
(after it had been made) was always something in the interest
of the promiser, something which he would have wished.

The putting the question about promises in this form,
whether they are or are not binding, constantly suggests to
people that there need not be so much discussion on the
matter, for people might always settle it by giving the ver-
dict against themselves. Binding or not, if people have pro-
mised a thing they had better perform it, we shall readily be
told: and with reason, provided only there has been no
flagrantly unfair advantage taken in the procuring the pro-
mise, and provided it is not more wrong to perform than
it would be to fail.

The case of promises procured by deceit or compulsion is
one of moral difficulty. The law would declare them invalid,
and not only this, but would use its utmost efforts to make
individuals treat them as invalid: for faith kept with crime
or among criminals is a strength to crime, and in this way
a disadvantage to society. On this view, a promise made
under compulsion, for instance, with the deliberate intention
of violating it, would have nothing in it wrong. Rather, the
keeping such a promise afterwards would be wrong. On the
other hand, if the individual is a man of honour and of his
word, all this must be very painful to him. The limit be-
tween outwitting and deceit, between urgency and compul-
sion, is not easy to draw, and even if it is quite distinct, a
man might say he would rather abide the worst consequences
of his own foolishness or weakness than break his plighted
word. The highest honour has consisted in a man’s attribut-
ing the same value to his word under all circumstances,
whether uttered under compulsion or not, and refusing to
say anything which he did not think and mean, and was
not prepared to execute.

I do not see therefore how it is possible to lay down
any moral rule about the performance of a promise made
under compulsion when it affects a man’s own interest alone.
The making such a promise and failing to perform it is
equivalent to the telling a lie. If the promise is made
with the intention of the breach of it, that is a lie already ;
in any case the whole process amounts to one. A lie under
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compulsion is pardonable to the same extent to which a
promise under compulsion is invalid.

When promises affect the interests of others besides We may
ourselves and the party to whom they are made, care needs p,:;f:f to
to be taken about the word ‘binding,’ in the manner to u‘xe injury
which I have alluded. A thing which is wrong for us to do, > *"*™
in any manner, is not made the more right by there having
been’ a promise made to any, on our part, to do it. We
can only give what is ours to give: and this is a second rule
about promises, besides their being for the benefit of the
second party, that they can only be taken to apply to what
is lawful, and what is fairly in our power. Of a promise of
what, is not ours to give, it is more correct to say it is no
promise, than that it is not binding and should be broken.
Instead of saying we should break an unlawful promise, it is
more correct to say we have no right to do wrong because we
have promised it. If we have gained anything by such a
promise, we have gained it by false pretences, and nothing
now can help that. If we must injure one of two persons,
either by wronging one or breaking our word to the other,
the latter is the alternative which we must choose.

The all-importance, for society and civilization, of mutual Perjury.

confidence, has been the reason why the sacredness of
obligations has always, in the early mind of men, formed a
department, and a principal department, of religion. Oaths
are promises (or declarations) with express reference to this
sacredness. The notion goes back beyond the supposition
of actual divine personality to the conditions of such. The
gods themselves are not free from this bond. It is the
subjective feeling which I have spoken of, of untruth and
unfaithfulness being with the honourable man something
impossible, embodied in the supposition of a sort of material
or fatal impossibility. It is a superstition thus, in which the
purpose and meaning of the engagement are lost in atten-
tion to its form. The gods are themselves slaves of their
promise, and their fiercest vengeance is reserved for breach
of faith in men. The lowest circles of hell are for treachery.
Both treason and felony, the two names in our law, feudally
derived, for capital crimes, have for meaning ‘breach of
faith. Perjury is breach of faith expressly plighted in
a religious form, breach of oath.
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The relation of oaths to promises is simply the relation
of religion to common life, and thus our rules with regard
to the use of oaths must depend upon what we think,
in these points, as to religion. If common life were
what, ideally, it should be, religion would lose its separate
significance by being all-pervading : correspondingly, every
promise would be more or less an oath, because we should
be always acting in reference to God. As common life is,
it is felt to be a gain that religion should preserve a certain
character of solemnity, except so far as, pervading common
life, it can elevate it also; the tendency of things of them-
selves being to spread religious notions through common life
and language, in a lowered form, as matter of universal
recognition; a consequence of which is that the former
lose their force and meaning without elevating the latter.
This takes place, in regard of oaths, when they are applied
to trivial declarations or engagements, and also when the
language of oaths is used as a simple strengthening of com-
mon language—a thing which (according to the laws which
govern the changes of meaning in words) it soon ceases to
be, frequently losing at the same time all outward sign of
its origin.

Besides, then, that there should not be misuse of the
language of oaths, there should not be too great frequency in
their use : but should they be used at all ?

Our Lord forbids swearing, and requires the use of
simple language unstrengthened by religious references,
in the same manner as He forbids the resistance to
evil, and requires the turning of the second cheek to the
smiter, the giving to him that asketh of us, and the lending
to those who would borrow. There has always been differ-
ence of opinion among Christians as to how these precepts
should be interpreted. A test of the propriety of the
interpretation of a particular part, is of course, the applica-
bility of the same manner of interpretation to the whole.
The precept about swearing, however, being rather on the
surface, and not, speaking generally, very difficult of observ-
ance, has been considered by some bodies of Christians as
what ought to be obeyed literally (as it is called), while the
others are not to be obeyed to the same extent.

Independently of this, it has been considered by some
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that the practice of occasionally strengthening our engage-
ments and declarations by a religious reference is really not
of advantage to morals, as tending to give an idea of two
sorts of such engagements, one more binding than the
other, whereas the bindingness is complete, and as great as it
can be, in either. That an effect of this kind is produced
in some ignorant minds, cannot, I think, be doubted. The
whole matter, however, is a case of the general relation
between religion and morality. Religion and morality,
with misjudging minds, sometimes injure each other instead
of benefiting, and the thought is mistakenly suggested that
either would be better if the other were away. An oath is
usually in form a solemn prayer, and, in ordinary suggestion,
it is an acknowledgment of dread of the divine vengeance
(with us, punishment) in case of breach of the engagement.
The more distinct the engagement is made by these addi-
tions—the more, that is, the other party is likely to be induced
by it to rely upon it—the more is this punishment, in case of
breach, to be dreaded. There is nothing in this to suggest
that truthfulness in other cases is a matter of slight import-
ance: on the contrary, the suggestion is that truth, more
than any thing else, is under the special sanction of religion,
and that we give prominence to this sanction where it is
of more than usual importance that the truth should be
accurately stated.

The rule for the understanding of promises or engage- In what
ments is given clearly by Paley : they are binding in the sense
sense in which the promiser understands the second party i’:;":‘;“ﬁ:
to have understood them. The ground of this is mmply ‘mae'
thepromise is the common understanding. Words used a.s
vehicles of a promise (or declaration) must have one mean-
ing, in the same way as they must in lcgic for an un-
fallacious conclusion. The words mean what the two parties
agree in meaning by them: if they do not mean the same
by them, no intelligent promise has been passed: if the
promiser has two meanings, one his own, which he means
to keep, and another, which he is aware is held by the
person to whom the promise is made, there is equivocation ;
and this, which in logic is bad reasoning, is in morals bad
faith. And as it is the promiser who has to act on the
promiseé, the performance of it has to be guided by the best

G. 18
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supposition which he can make of what was the common
understanding between the parties.

The rule is not free from difficulties, chiefly arising from
this, that the words, like language in general, have a
meaning of their own in common use, distinct (in the notion
of it) from the meaning which either party may attribute to
them at the time. Appeal, on the part of the promiser, to
individual construction of the words of the promise as op-
posed to usual construction of them, is the fountain of abuun-
dant bad faith. It is true, he cannot generally in such a
case say, with any face, that he thought at the time that the
opposite party interpreted the words as he did; but still
there is difficulty.

Not to dwell longer on justice as integrity, there are
various other forms of justice; one is justice as candour,
readiness to make allowances.

" This is not far different from justice as equity, or fair-
ness of mind, in that sense in which the notion approaches to
that of good nature, easiness, facility. The Greek émceixeia
has the same sort of variety of application. It will be better,
however, to speak rather of this at another time as a temper.



CHAPTER XII

ON PLEASURE AND PAIN,

In this and the following chapter I shall speak of Three =
what I have called eudemonics: and I shall treat pleasure
first, of that which may be considered a subordinate **P*™
branch of it, hedonics, or the philosophy of pleasure

and pain,

For my present purpose I' shall divide pleasure
and pain into three kinds or portions, as follows :

The first kind of pleasure is that which, after the Feelings
suggestion of such terms as well-being, welfare, &c., paro:hve
we might call well- ﬁ:elmg, and I think this name m;‘;‘{n‘*
will make my meaning clearer than any description.
I will not pretend to say how far it can be considered
to be pleasure at all: that depends upon how we
use the word ¢ pleasure’: but I mean by it the feeling,
so far as there is a feeling, which accompanies a
normal and healthy state of mind ; a feeling expressly
not attended to as a subject of distinct conscious-
ness, because the attention is supposed to be given to
whatever we are interested in, or employed about ;
but a feeling which accompanies this interest and
employment, or, if we prefer the language, which is
itself a portion of the interest, coming into distinct
consciousness, as self-enjoyment, only slightly or
occasionally ; otherwise we should have to recognize
it as a different kind of pleasure.

18—2
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Corresponding to this pleasure there is pain
which we must not call ill-feeling, that expression
existing already in a different application. The term
¢ill’, though vaguely opposite to ‘well’, has been
much less used than ‘well’ in un-moral application,
and we do not talk of ill-being and ill-fare, as we do
of well-being and welfare. The kind of pain I am
speaking of now is the feeling which we may suppose
to accompany an imperfect performance of function,
not distinct or violent, but vague and general: we
might call it discomfort. The essential character
about it is that, as in the case of the pleasure, there
is no local consciousness of it, or attention, other
than slight or occasional, to the painfulness of feeling.

I expressed a doubt as to the propriety of giving
the name of pleasure to that which I described in
the previous paragraph : there is not so much doubt
as to the propriety of giving the name of pain to what

" I have now described. We may suppose that, mid-

way between them, there is a neutral point of entire
undisturbance, and that the first feeling represents
a slight though general disturbance in the direction
of pleasure, the second, a slight though general dis-
turbance in the direction of pain. People will pro-
bably express themselves differently on this matter
according to their own feelings. One will say, the
supposed pleasure of health.is nothing more than
undisturbance, or unconsciousness in this particular ;
it is no pleasure at all : distinct consciousness of any
kind is with few exceptions a disturbance in the
direction of pain: the supposed well-feeling is only
neutrality, the second feeling is real pain. Another
will say, so far from the pleasure of health and mere
life being no pleasure, it is the intensest of all plea-
sures; a pleasure in comparison with which any
pleasure of disturbance is nothing. It will be ob-
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served that, in the first of these views, pain is much
more a reality or a fact in the world than pleasure
is. The second view is more suggested to people, I
think, by the sight of the pleasures of other people
or other creatures than by their own experience; the
reason being that, for an observation of this kind
in a person’s self, there is required a distinctness of
consciousness or attention which is rather inconsistent
with the absorption of attention in the employment,
or the play, or whatever it is, which is supposed to
cause the intenseness of the pleasure.

Pleasure and pain of this first kind is pleasure or
pain of undisturbance. As I have mentioned, this
term may not be strictly accurate, and I use it sub-
Ject to an abundance of discussion like the preceding.
In any case the disturbance either way, or in what-
ever way, is slight, vague, and general.

The second kind of pleasure and pain (for here Feelings
we may speak of them as a true pair or couple), is :L;‘;‘{;f"‘
pleasure and pain of disturbance where the disturb-
ance from a normal state is marked and distinct.
‘What I mean will appear as I proceed.

Distinct corporeal pain is a particular state neces-
sarily involving consciousness or attention of the
whole sensitive being, a state coexistent with, asso-
ciated with, or belonging to, a particular physical
modification of some one or more of the nerves
which are capable of such modification. Distinct cor-
poreal pleasure may be defined in the same manner.
The fact distinguishing the one from the other, what-
ever it is, is simple and ultimate, incapable of defini-
tion. The result of the fact is, that the one we like, !
the other we dread.

There is disturbance of the normal feeling in
this, coincident with local disturbance of the nerves.

Pain or pleasure of disturbance, more generally,
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is a state of the sensitive being similar, as to the
simple undefinable fact which constitutes it, with its
results, to the above described, but not necessarily
accompanied by any local nervous disturbance.

The pleasures and pains which may be called
mental rather than bodily are those which are
connected with imagination in the same way as
the others are with direct sensation. It is of course
to be remembered that both sorts affect the whole
man. Pain is properly of the mind, though caused
(in the first sort) by something distinct and definite
in the body; and in the second, or imaginational,
pleasures and pains the body is constantly affected,
and that sometimes in a very strong degree. Tears
and laughter, blush and paleness, shiver and glow, -
trembling and stupor, are the results among others
of such affection. These, in the old language, are
various forms of the passion, or changing corporeal
state, of which the affection, or changing mental
state, was the mistress and occasion.. .

Enjoy- I shall take the liberty in the present chapter of

ment op- appropriating the word enjoyment to signify what I

suffering. call pleasure of disturbance, and the: word suffering to
signify what I call pain of disturbance.

Asregards  Enjoyment and suffering arise from our having,

thebody, in our mental and' corporeal organization, distinctly

there is a

greater provided susceptibilities. or capacltles for them.
formuer.  So far as the body goes, there is much more suf-
ing than

fr anjoy. fering possible than enjoyment. For, speaking
ment. .

1 Paley’s argument on this point in his Natural Theology is entirely
fallacious, The body is in no sense a magazine of possible pleasure to
us, as unhappily it is a magazine of possible pains. If the organism
does its work, there is pleasure for us in the work done: if it does not
do its work, there is want of pleasure, or pain, in the work not being
done: but independently of this, there is a possibility of pain for us in the
organism with its sensations, which is not balanced by any possibility of
pleasure. If our teeth do their work of eating, we shall have pleasure;
if they do not, perhaps because they can get nothing to eat, we shall
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loosely, each sensor nerve or nerve of sensation is a -
special or separate capacity for pain: in fact, such
capacities in the body are infinite ; wherever there is
disturbance of the normal state in the wrong way
(and there may be any where), there is, probably, pain.
Whereas it is only in the case of a very few o